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CHAPTER I
THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Introduction
It is curious that there are so few studies of middle-class suburban youth within the imposing volume of works related to juvenile
delinquency.

Perhaps this underrepresentation results from official

sources which have revealed that middle-class suburban areas have
relatively low delinquency rates.

Youth from lower socioeconomic back-

grounds residing in inner-city neighborhoods, on the other hand, have
had relatively high delinquency rates, and have been the focus of delinquency studies.

However, self-reported accounts of delinquent behavior

and more recent official statistics reveal that the occurrence of delinquency among middle-class suburban youth is greater than previously
reported by official sources.

This factor coupled with the rapid growth

of suburban communities and their middle-class populations provide a
stimulus to further investigate the phenomenon of middle-class suburban
delinquency.
The purpose of this study is to better understand the causes of
serious delinquent behavior among white middle-class boys residing in
suburban communities.

Our emphasis on serious delinquency is one not

commonly encountered in previous studies of middle-class delinquency.
For example, works regarding specific offense analysis

(Shulman, 1949;

Cohen and Short, 1958; England, 1960; Scott and Vaz, 1963; Meyerhoff and
Meyerhoff, 1964; Vaz, 1967; Chilton, 1967; Allen and Shandhu, 1967; and
1
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Tobias, 1970) conclude that middle-class delinquent acts are hedonistic
in style.

They would not expect middle-class youth to commit offenses

involving serious theft or violence.

The group of delinquent boys

selected for our experimental group have been involved in serious acts
of property and personal offenses.
Studies which attempt to explain middle-class delinquency may be
generally divided into those which are based on social class and those
which are not.

For example, some theories or assumptions concerning the

causes of middle-class delinquency are closely related to theories which
explain lower-class delinquency.

For example, Bohlke (1961), Kvaraceus

and Miller (1967), and Cohen (1967) state that middle-class delinquency
is the result of the rejection of middle-class values or the acceptance
of lower-class life styles by middle-class youth.
Richards, Berk and Forster (1979) have developed a leisure framework which attempts to explain middle-class delinquency based on a microeconomic model.

They state that youth select delinquent or non-delin-

quent activities on the basis of benefits and costs.

Their theory is

not class based.
Finally, there are three theories, control (Hirschi, 1969),
differential association (Sutherland, 1947), and containment (Reckless,
1961, 1967, 1970) which we have selected for empirical test.

These

theories are not class based, and account for the major groups, i.e.,
family, school and peers, which comprise the adolescent social environment.

There are some interrelationships between these theories and they

are amenable to an empirical test of our available data.

We are also

able to test the assumption that middle-class youth are more likely to
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commit hedonistic offenses.

However, we do not have sufficient informa-

tion to test the above mentioned class based theory or the leisure framework.
Sububurban Population Growth
During the twentieth century, the United States has experienced
dramatic demographic changes, especially in suburban growth.

From 1900

to 1970 the metropolitan population increased from less than a third to
more than two-thirds of the total population of the United States.
During this time span, the suburban population increased its proportion
of the metropolitan population from less than one-third to more than
one-half.

Also, a portion of the central cities growth, and some of

suburbia's loss of population, is accounted for through the central
cities annexation of suburbs on their peripheries (Kasarda and Redfearn,
1975).

Thus, about one-third of the population of the United States

resides in suburban communities.
A large

pr~portion

of the suburban population growth since the

Second World War is the result of white migration from the central city.
Although white migration goes both ways, from city to suburb and from
suburb to city, the former is by far the greatest.

Also, whites of

higher socioeconomic status tend to migrate toward

the suburbs (Farley,

1976).
creased

By 1970, wives and mothers in the labor force, and single adults inas a proportion of the suburban population.

the proportion of married couples decreased.

At the same time

Suburban family patterns

are becoming more heterogeneous but not to the same extent as they exist
in the central city (Long and Glick, 1976).

These dramatic social

changes in suburbia along with increased population growth manifest
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scientific curiosity.
Official and Self-Reported Accounts of Delinquency
Official delinquency statistics (police, courts and correctional
institutions) provide a plausible explanation as to the disproportionate
volume of delinquency studies which center on deteriorating neighborhoods
within central cities.

According to the official data, the relative

rates of delinquency are significantly higher for inner city neighborhoods
than for peripheral areas of the central city and suburban communities.
Since the official rates indicate (as exemplified by the classic study by
Shaw and McKay, 1942) a tendency toward a direct relationship between
increased

socioeconomic status and increased distance from inner city,

relatively

high delinquency rates are attributed

to the lower classes.

On the other hand, the peripheral area of the central city and suburbia
are commonly designated as middle-class or at least as of higher social
economic status, and are attributed with relatively low rates of delinquency.

However, this relationship between social class and delinquency

is not without considerable flaw.

First, individual census tracts are

seldom homogeneous relative to their composition of socioeconomic
(Tittle, Villemez and Smith, 1978:644-645).

status

Second, the majority of youth

apprehended by the police are adjusted at the station rather than referred
to the juvenile court.

Unfortunately, for research purposes, police data

does not contain information regarding socioeconomic status, i.e.,
parents' occupation, education and income.

Thus, youth processed by the

police may or may not hold membership within the predominant
class of his neighborhood.

social

In other words we are confronted with an

ecological fallacy, the attribution of a predominant

characteristic(s)
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to all residents of a specific geographical area.

Thus, some delinquency

studies which focus on predominately lower socioeconomic communities, for
example, may fall in error by applying a specific social class to all individuals processed by the juvenile justice system, although same of those
processed may not be members of the predominate class.
try to eliminate this

OUr study will

error while investigating delinquency

among a

specific class.
Another method of measuring the scope of delinquency (in an effort
to counter-act the flaws of official data) is that of self-reported
delinquency.

This method generally involves the employment of an instru-

ment, usually a questionnaire completed by a sample of youth (often
within a school setting).

The questionnaire contains selected informa-

tion pertaining to acts of deviance, including delinquency, committed by
the respondent.

In order to obtain an accurate account of the respond-

ent's participation in deviant behavior, the youth is guaranteed
nymity •

ano-

The major purpose of this method is to gain information about

delinquent acts which are not reported by the police.

Ideally this

method reduces flaws which seem to taint the official data.

First, it

counters the possibility of differential treatment of youth by the juvenile justice system in relationship to race, class and residence.

Second,

it accounts for acts of delinquency unreported to the authorities.

For

example, Ennis (1970) found a significant proportion of crime is not
reported to the police.

Third, indices of socioeconomic status are

included in the instrument.
Results from self-reported research create a different image than
that of the official data on the differences in delinquency rates
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between the socioeconomic classes.

Where as official data indicates a

wide disparity in the rates of delinquency among the classes, i.e.,
relatively high rates for the lower-class and low rates for the middleclass; self- reported data does not support such wide differences in the
rates.

Various self-reported research studies (Nye, et al., 1958; Akers,

1964; Vaz, 1965; Voss, 1966; Hirschi, 1969; Gold, 1970; Doleschal, 1970;
Box and Ford, 1971; Tittle and Villernez, 1977) reach conclusions which
range from less class differences in delinquency rates (as compared to
the official rates) to little or no class differences.

Furthermore,

Tittle, Villemez and Smith (1978) in their comprehensive study of crime
and social class, state that both self-reported research and studies of
official data since 1970 reveal no difference between social class and
crime.

These studies raise serious doubts about the reliability of

official data especially as it relates to hidden crime and prompts a
reconsideration about socioeconomic status and its relationship to the
cause of delinquency.
However, self-reported data is not without limitations.

For

example, a rejoinder to Box and Ford (1971) with reference to other selfreported studies by Bytheway and May (1971) raises serious questions.
They

quest~on

sampling and research methods, the idea of a "real crime

r.ate" which is built upon non-exacting indicies of delinquency, and the
failure of cla:rifying the separate issues of, first, the reasons for an
individual's behavior and, second, the cultural definitions of what is
and what is not considered a crime.

Braithwaite's (1981) review of 47

self-report studies reveals that 22 of them reach the conclusion that
there is no significant difference in delinquency rates between the
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classes.

But, most of the studies which indicate that there is no sig-

nificant difference were conducted in rural

areas, where social class

difference may be less as compared to metropolitan areas.

Elliot and

Ageton (1980) also agree that self-reports often rely on small unrepresentative samples.

They also claim that respondents sometimes provide

false answers which under- or over-report their involvement in deviant
activities.
Another important criticism of self-reported studies lies in their
measures of delinquent behavior.

Clelland and Carter (1980) and Hindelang,

Hirschi and Weis (1979) state that the majority of offenses which are
measured by self-reports are trivial or petty.

On the other hand, more

serious offenses, i.e., armed robbery, burglary, rape and aggrevated
assault are most often excluded from self-report instruments.

For example,

the most often self-reported offense in a study by Richards, Berk and
Forster (1979:168) is cheating on an exam.

Another consideration in this

respect, according to Clelland and Carter (1980), is that the self-reported
measures often do not distinguish between petty and serious infractions.
Richards, Berk and Forster (1979:148) illustrate this problem in their
discussion on self-reported measures of interpersonal violence: "However,
it is difficult to know whether such items measure predatory assault or mundane forms of playground conflict."

Thus, Hindelang, Hirschi and Weis

(1979) conclude that the differences in findings between offical data and
self-reports reflect the differences in what they measure.

Official data

is more likely to measure more serious offenses and self-reports often
measure trivial ones.
It is not our intention to become immersed in differences regarding
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the validity of self-reported delinquency studies.

Rather, self-reported

data is important to our study because it reveals that middle-class
delinquency is worthy of scientific investigation.
there is a review of specific offense

analysis.~

In the next section

The literature suggests

that middle-class youth are more likely to participate in a specific
style of delinquent activities.
specific Offense
If there is one aspect of middle-class delinquency where considerable consensus exists in the literature, it is on specific offense.
Specific offense does not relate to a theoretical perspective, but rather
to an examination of stylistic differences of offenses committed by, in
this case, a specific social class.

As stated by

Chilto~

(1967) socio-

economic status is an important determinate of the specific offense committed.

Lower-class youth are more likely to commit offenses against

property such as theft.

Offenses committed by middle-class youth are

more likely to include traffic offenses, joy riding and drinking parties.
Scott and Vaz (1963:329), and Vaz (1967:147) related middle-class deviance among youth to dating activities and the automobile which reflect
the middle-class life style.

They claim that middle-class delinquency is

generally not in the form of serious theft or violence.

The teen culture,

according to England (1960) , emulates adult behavior in the form of hedonism, i.e., auto offenses, sex, alcohol, and competitive games such as
vandalism and auto chases.

Meyerhoff and Meyerhoff (1964) view middle-

class delinquency as non-violent and more related to thrills, kicks and
mischief.

Observations of delinquent middle-class subcultures by the

Meyerhoffs coincide with Matza and Sykes' (1961) view that the values
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held by the delinquent subculture are similar to those held by the general
society.

The Meyerhoffs conclude that the delinquent subcultures among

the middle-class tend to adopt adult leisure time activities (subterranian
values), i.e., liquor, autos and sex as their dominant activities.
Research by Tobias (1970) also resulted in a finding that middle- and
upper-middle class delinquency is in the form of less serious, hedonistic
acts which parallel their affluent life style.
Class Based Theories
Cohen and Short (1958:34) also concur that middle-class delinquency
is in the form of hedonism and emphasize the importance of the playboy
role within the middle-class subculture.

A research study by Allen and

Shandhu (1967:268) concluded that white delinquents were (significantly)
more likely to engage in hedonistic behavior than white controls.
Finally, Shulman (1949: 30-31)

speculated that middle-class delinquency

would be in the form of malicious mischief resulting from peer pressure
and sex offenses.

However, Shulman also states that the middle-class are

more likely to be involved in crime as adults (white collar crimes) with
relatively little delinquency as juveniles.

The above studies indicate

that delinquent acts among middle-class adolescents generally fall under
specific offenses which are hedonistic and often reflect behavior restricted to adults, rather than violent and theft types of felonies.
A few of the theories on the etiology of middle-class delinquency
closely parallel some of the classic theories related to delinquency
among youth of lower, socioeconomic status.

These latter theories tend

to concur that the etiology of lower- and working-class delinquency is
inherent in the very nature of our social class structure.

A few
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examples are Shaw and McKay's (1942) cultural transmission theory, Merton's (1957) anomie theory, Cloward and Ohlin's (1966) differential
opportunity theory, Cohen's (1955) theory of delinquent subcultures, and
Miller's (1970) theory related to the lower-class subculture.

The inten-

tion is not to suggest that middle-class theories merely replicate those
which attempt to explain lower- and working-class delinquency.

Rather,

many of these theories view the middle-class delinquent as adapting life
styles and cultural attributes of the lower- or working-classes.

The

following views on the causes of middle-class delinquency are not as well
developed nor as thorough as those on the lower-class.
Kvaraceus and Miller (1967) maintain that middle-class delinquency
is the result of an "upward diffusion" of some aspects of lower-class
culture which are gaining acceptance by middle-class youth.

For example,

middle-class delinquents may identify with certain lower-class life
styles, i.e., music, clothing and slang, which symbolize rebellion against
adult society.

The adaptation of lower-class life styles and poor school

dispositions provide perfect weapons for middle-class youth against their
parents since they form the antithesis of middle-class standards and goals.
According to Bohlke (1961) , middle-class delinquency results from
the inability or lack of desire by upwardly mobile working-class families
to gain acceptance or status within the middle-class culture.

Although a

family may have moved upwardly by achieving a middle-class income, they
may be placed in a situation of marginal social status if not accepted at
a social level by the predominant

middle-class community.

Also, youth

from families with long term middle-class backgrounds may be more prone
to delinquency if they become socially rejected by the middle-class.

In
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effect, Bohlke states, middle-class delinquents do not identify with
middle-class values.

Similarly, all members of an upper middle-class

gang observed by Greeley and Casey (1963: 67) were from families which
made a rapid economic transition from lower-class to upper-middle-class.
Cohen (1967) views the increase of middle-class delinquency as a
result of a breakdown in the barriers which stressed deferred gratification (which formally insulated middle-class youth from hedonistic
behavior) •

An

important example in the breakdown of these barriers is a

product of social change, especially that which had occurred in the
middle-class school system.

The schools, according to Cohen, have

decreased their emphasis on academic achievement as a requirement for
promotion

and have promoted youth on considerations of chronological age.

By the lowering of academic standards, deferred gratification is giving
way to immediate gratification and, hence, hedonistic behavior and establishment of a youth subculture, formally a phenomena found only in the
working- and lower-classes.

Thus, the subculture, which is not always

delinquent, allows middle-class youth to break traditional barriers and
engage in hedonistic behavior.

Similar to the working-class youth in

Cohen's Delinquent Boys, the middle-class adolescent subculture in effect
is in conflict with middle-class values.
Leisure Framework of Middle-Class Delinquency
Richards, Berk and Forster (1979) have developed a "microeconomic
principal of decision making." (which they do not consider to be a
formal theory) to further the understanding of delinquent behavior.

They

developed a leisure framework which focuses on the potential delinquent
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environment.

They also conducted an empirical test of their model among

students attending public schools in a predominately white, middle-class
community.

However, they believe that their model may be applied across

social class boundaries.
In their explanation of the leisure framework they hypothesize,
postulate and assume the following:

(1) the process of decision making by

delinquents and non-delinquents is similar.

Also, delinquents are not

likely to have pathological disorders nor are they "more hedonistic,
impulsive or neurotic than non-delinquents;" (2) adolescents weigh the
utility, i.e., benefits and costs, of engaging in legal and illegal
activities; (3) adolescents try to gain the maximum

investment from their

legal or illegal activities; (4) some activities, legal and illegal, are
selected for experimentation rather than for their returns from an investment.

This becomes essentially a learning process of the costs and

benefits from engaging in new types of activities.

(5) Experimentation

may serve as a source of information and to develop new skills for future
encounters in complex social situations.
I

The following family related variables: broken homes, working
mothers, permissive rule structures and permissive rule enforcement, do
not correlate with delinquency, according to Richards, Berk and Forster
(1979).

This would be expected within the leisure framework since delin-

quent behavior usually takes place outside of the home.

However, their

family conflict variable had a greater correlation with minor offenses
than with serious acts of delinquency.

They also found that school

performance and satisfaction have little relationship to delinquency.
The authors do not view delinquency as abnormal.

They suggest that
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delinquent and non-delinquent activities are evaluated according to their
risks and returns.

Delinquent or non-delinquent activities may be

selected according to which has the greatest utility.

Richards, Berk and

Forster (p. 184) state:
Leisure time can be invested in delinquent activity for several
reasons. Direct consumption, production of goods for future
investment or future consumption, and the development of nonmarket human capital are all potential outcomes of these
investments .•
Unfortunately, our available data does not contain sufficient measures to
test this leisure framework.
Control Theory
Control theory, according to Hirschi (1969), explains delinquent
behavior on the basis of the strength or weakness of an individual's
bond to conventional society.

Persons with weak bonds to society are

more likely to engage in deviant behavior, such as delinquency,than
persons with strong bonds.

Hirschi further states that the societal bond

is comprised of four elements: attachment, commitment, involvement and
belief.
"Attachments" are essentially the affective ties which an individual maintains with important others, i.e., family, peers and school personnel.

The attachment between parent and child is central to control

theory, as Hirschi (1969: 85) states:
Although denied in some theories and ignored in others, the fact
that delinquents are less likely than non-delinquent to be
closely tied to their parents is one of the best documented
findings of delinquency research.
Children with strong attachments to their parents are less likely to be
delinquent, since they feel a greater obligation to obey societal norms.
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violation of the norms may present a threat to the parent-child bond,
a risk which the child may weigh as being too great to take.

Thus·,

the social bond serves as a control mechanism over the child with a
strong parental attachment.

The child with weak parental bonds, on the

other hand, has less to lose by engaging in delinquent activities.
Hirschi also states that youth with strong attachments to their parents
are more likely to maintain strong attachments to their peers and the
school.

Attachment is the one element of the social bond which we are

able to operationalize through our data.
The second element of the social bond is "commitment."

Youth

committed to the conventional goals of society, i.e., occupational
success, are more likely to follow the means which are acceptable to
society.

Thus, youth who are committed are more likely to forego

immediate gratification (adult types of hedonistic behavior) for
deferred gratification (school) during their transition to adulthood.
"Involvement," the third element, refers to the conventional or
non-conventional use of time.

The conventional use of time generally

,

centers around structured activities associated with the family or
school.

Involvement in conventional activities restricts participa-

tion in deviant activities.

Youth with limited parental supervision

and participation in school activities are not as likely to be bound by
conventional norms.

Therefore, involvement in non-conventional

activities is more likely to limit the effects of the social bond and
increase the possibility of delinquency.
The final element of the social bond is "belief."

Belief

in con-

formity or non-conformity is related to the quality of an individual's
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attachment to others.

People who have weak ties to conventional society

are less likely to feel that they have an obligation to conform to it.
Since control theory, as stipulated by Hirschi (1969), is based on
the quality of the social bond, and not on socioeconomic
holds promise in explaining middle-class delinquency.
provides empirical support for his theory.

status, it

Hirschi also

A replication of this study

by Hindelang (1973) lends further empirical support to the theory.
Hirschi's presentation of control theory highlights the three major
groups which comprise an adolescent's social world in our society, i.e.,
the family, peer group and school.

Our review of the literature, which

follows, related to the social bond is also presented in three segments:
the family, peer group and school.
The Family
As stated above, the quality of the attachment between parent and
child is central to control theory.

The relative strength or weakness

of the social bond which a child develops with his parents is indicative
of his degree of attachment to peers and the school.

Hirschi states

that the social bond between parent and child may be examined in different contexts, e.g., socialization and intimacy of communication.
The relationship between broken homes and delinquency is a topic of
many studies.

Control theorists argue that it is the quality of the

social bond between parent and child, and not factors of a one- or twoparent family, which determines whether or not a youth is likely to
engage in delinquent behavior.

,

As revealed by the studies mentioned

below, many tend to be supportive of control theory, but there is no
agreement.
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Toby (1957) found that delinquent youth are more likely to be
products of a broken home.

He states, however, that the intact two

parent home is a more positive influence against delinquency for preadolescents and females than for adolescent males.

A research study of

youth referred to juvenile and county courts in Florida by Chilton and
Markle (1972) is supportive of Toby.

They discovered a higher percent

of youth referred to a court and a higher percent of youth who committed serious crimes were from broken homes than found in the general
population.

The differences in the percentage of youth referred to

court who were not from husband-wife homes was more dramatic for white
than black youth.

Chilton and Markle state that the effect of family

seems to be greater for white youth than for black youth.

Another study

with complimentary findings is Willie's (1967) research on Washington,
D.C. youth.

He discovered the differential in rates between delinquent

youth from broken homes than from two parent homes was greater for
affluent whites than for poor whites, affluent non-whites and poor nonwhites.

Willie suggests that the family may serve as a greater deter-

ence to delinquency for whi.te youth than for non-whites.
However, there is no consensus on the importance of the relationship between broken homes and delinquency.

Studies by Hennessey,

Richards and Berk (1978), Richards, Berk and Forster (1979}, and
Grinnell and Chambers (1979) do not conclude that there are meaningful
relationships between delinquency and broken homes.
Wi~kinson

(1975: 736-371 cautions that future studies concerning

delinquency and the broken home should determine the cause of the
broken home, and stresses differences in families broken by desertion
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and by death.
concern.

Results from two British studies support Wilkinson's

First, Douglas, Ross, Hammond and Mulligan (1966: 300) studied

a birth cohort of delinquent males from England, Scotland and Wales.
They found that 23 percent of children from divorced or separated parents
and only 12 percent of children from families broken by a death of a
parent had a high incidence of delinquency.

Seconu, Farrington and West

(1971: 353-54) discovered a significant association between delinquency
and youth from homes with parental separations, except when the separation was due to death or medical reasons.

Death of a parent had little

effect on delinquency.
Another caution concerning the broken home is suggested by Wilkinson (1974: 736-37).

He states that youth. from broken homes may be more

likely to receive harsher treatment within the juvenile justice system
than do youth from intact homes.

Authorities in the juvenile justice

system may feel that youth from broken homes are in need of additional
care and are more likely to process them throuqh the system.

A study

of all youth charged within Philadelphia from 1949-54 by Monahan (1957)
revealed that a higher percent of recidivists than first offenders were
from broken homes.

However, youth from broken homes were more likely to

be referred to court, and

~outh

from intact homes were more likely to be

diverted at the point of court intake.

Chilton and Markle (1972) con-

tend that a higher proportion of youth from disrupted families are
processed by police and court agencies.
A broken home itself may not be a direct cause of delinquency,
according to Peterson and Becker (1965: 93).

They suggest that it is

the quality of the relationships among the family members which are
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important, since poor relationships t.end to be common in the homes of
delinquents.

For example, Neumeyer (1961: 162) states that a two parent

home may be disorganized through "conflict," "tension" or "dissention,"
which may result in a social crisis.

Disorganized families are unable

to work as relatively smooth functioning units, and previous difficulties prove to be obstacles when adjustments must be made.

McCord,

McCord and Thurber (1962) concluded from their study that youth from
two parent conflict homes and from broken homes were almost twice as
likely to have a conviction for a felony than youth from tranquil homes.
Stability of the family, one or two parent, was found to be more important than parental absence.
Parental absence may also exist in the form of occupational and
social activities.

Johnson and Silverman (1975: 6-7) state that detri-

mental effects may occur withmiddle-class children in situations where
the father is often absent due to preoccupation with his profession and
where the mother is absent from the home due to employment or overinvolvement with community organizations.
The make up of the family, one or two parent, does not seem to be
as important a factor in delinquency as the quality of interfamilial
relationships and the effectiveness of the parental role in childrearing.

Numerous examples contained in this section indicate that

delinquency is related to poor quality of one or more of the family's
major functions, i.e., the mother's and father's roles as parents,
marital adjustment, consistency in discipline and the degree of attachment between child and parent.

These functions share a common element
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in that they are tied to interpersonal relationships, and seem to be
the basis for the degree of stability or instability of family organization.

Families which experience a serious breakdown in one or more of

those functions may be classified as disorganized.

It is our assumption

that the disorganized family is more likely to produce delinquency than
an organized one.
Quality of the parents marital relationship may provide a clue to
the disorganization of a family unit.

The Gluecks (1950: 111) observed

greater marital disharmony among the parents of delinquents than among
non-delinquent controls.
Robins

In a somewhat related area of deviance

(1966: 172-73) found sociopathic personality formation related

to disharmony among the subject's parents.

Robins did not find the

sociopathic personality associated with the broken home.
A fair body of evidence suggests that the father's role as a
parent and economic provider has considerable influence over his son(s).
According to Parsons (1970: 97-99), the father plays an important role
in the socialization of his children.

Since the father's occupation

places him in the world outside of the family for much of the day, he
serves as the vital link between the family and the larger society.
The influence of the father on male youth is demonstrated by Hunt and
Hunt's (1975) study.

Results indicated greater conventional achieve-

ment orientation and self-identity scores among boys with the father
present in the home than among boys with an absent father.

Middle-

class whites with the father present in the home also achieved higher
school grades, held higher educational aspirations and had greater selfesteem.

Gold (1963: 135) measured the attraction of a boy to his
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father by inquiring about the boy's opinion of his father as an economic
provider.

The more pretigious the occupation, the greater the attrac-

tion.
A father's rejection of his son may provide a most negative influence.

McCord, McCord and Zola (1959: 90-91) revealed that fathers who

rejected the emotional needs of their sons had the most negative effect
on their sons criminality.

Another example is from the McCords (1970:

205-13) study of fathers with criminal records. The McCords' research
indicated that a boy whose father has a criminal record is not likely
to become a criminal himself if the father and son have maintained an
"affectionate bond" with each other.

But sons who are rejected by

their criminal fathers are more likely to engage in criminal activities.
A matched study of white adolescent males with behavior problems (and
in psychotherapeutic contact) and "normal" adolescents was conducted by
Vogal and Lauterbach (1963).

They observed that "normals" perceived

similarity in the beliefs and behavior of both parents.

However,

problem youth perceived fathers as hard and rejecting and perceived
mothe~

in a more favorable light. While under clinical care, the

problem boys and their mothers often held negative attitudes toward the
father/husband image.

Also, problem boys were often caught between the

marital difficulties of their parents.
A few final observations regarding the relationship between the
father's role as a parent and delinquency are presented below.

Greeley

and casey (1963: 37-38) concluded that the fathers of an upper-middleclass deviant gang were either absent or not involved in family life.
Andry's (1971: 129) study of British delinquency found that delinquent
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boys perceived their fathers as playing an inadequate role as a parent.
Non-delinquent boys, on the other hand, perceived both their parents as
playing adequate roles.

Silverman and Johnson (1975: 8-9) suggest that

delinquency may result from lack of an adult male role model through
which male children may identify.
literature on father

Finally, Biller (1970) surveyed the

absence and its effect on male children.

He

states that there is some evidence that father's absence or an ineffective father may affect their son's achievement, sex role identity, masculinity, behavior problems, and increased the likelihood to opt for
immediate gratification.

Biller (1970: 189) in this respect warns

against a single casual approach:
• • . If a relationship does hold between father absence and
certain types of cognitive functioning it must be remembered
that father absence per se is only one of many variables
responsible for such a relationship. The values of the
mother and the peer group are extremely important.
Delinquency may also be influenced through inadequacy of the
mother's role as a parent.

Domination, inconsistency and rejection by

the mother have been tied to anti-social behavior in their children.
Walter B. Miller (1970) views female dominated homes within the lowerclass culture as a variable related to delinquency.

Johnson and

Silverman (1975: 8) contend that both lower- and middle-class delinquents may be from female dominated homes.

Data from an Institute for

Juvenile Research study on youth revealed that over one-third of 450
cases from two parent homes had inconsistent mothers, according to
Rosenthal (1962: 637).

The inconsistent mother seldom imposes the

same disciplinary measure more than once.

She tends to vary from lax

to strict discipline methods from one situation to the next.

The
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children of an inconsistent mother tend to test and exploit her weakness.
McCord, McCord and Zola (1959: 108) state that families which have both
a rejecting mother and father are much more likely to have a criminal
son than if one or neither parent is rejecting.

However, the McCords

and Zola (1959: 112) add that loving mothers tend to rear non-criminal
sons whether or not the father is rejecting.

Winch (1962: 39) states

that if the father is absent from the house:
• -there is usually some consequent modification in the
behavior of the mother. Indeed, we have seen that if the
father is absent, the mother tends to stress obedience in
her children and to over-protect them, and, of course, the
probability is increased that she will go out of the home
to work. The children, moreover, tend to develop an idealized and feminized conception of the paternal role and a
more work-orientated conception of the maternal role.
From a secondary analysis of nearly 19,000 questionnaires completed by white students of broken homes, in the

seventh through twelfth

grades, Bowerman and Bahr (1973) conclude:
vfuen one parent is perceived as having less influence than
the other, we find that not only is identification of the adolescent lower with both parents, but that the relationship is
different for the father than for the mother. Identification
with mothers differs little, on the average, whether she is
more influential; however, identification with father is considerably lower when he is perceived as the less influential
of the two parents.
There is some evidence which ties aggressive behavior in children
to the attitude and role model played by parents.

According to Bandura

and Walters (1959: 29) the denial of affectionate nurturance plus a
punitive attitude by one or both parents tends to be related to antisocial aggression among adolescents.

Two cross-cultural studies lend

further support to a general middle-class style of discipline.

Lynn

and Gordon (1962) observed that middle-class mothers in England and
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the United States are not as punitive as working-class mothers, and are
more permissive toward aggressive behavior by their children.

Rapp

(1961: 669-77) reports similar results in a study conducted in Germany
and the United States.

He concluded that middle-class parents in both

countries are less controlling and display less authoritarian attitudes toward their children than do the lower-class.
Anti-social behavior may also serve in a functional capacity.
According to Albert Cohen (1966: 10), deviant behavior may serve as a
warning signal which calls attention to a defect in a social system.
Although Cohen only touches on this point, it may very well be that
this factor deserves added attention, especially within the family
setting.

Numerous incidents of serious misbehavior by a child within

the home may function as an "attention getting" mechanism which communicates a defect in the parent-child relationship.

If these repeated

warning signals are constantly ignored or misinterpreted by parents who
also apply inadequate discipline, the child may carry his anti-social
behavior to the school and community.

The child's misbehavior may

thus begin to reflect a rebellion against his parents and later against
other authority figures.

Larson (1972) discloses that youth who are

closely attached to their parents are less likely to react against
them.
A fair amount of evidence has been accumulated which relates the
type and consistency of discipline to behavior.

Peterson and Becker

(1965: 94) and the President's Commission (1967: 198-99) found that
the parents of delinquent youth apply very strict-lax inconsistent
forms of discipline.

McCord, McCord and Zola's (1959: 103-04) study
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revealed that inconsistent discipline, rejecting mothers and deviant
mothers will tend to have criminal sons.; where non-deviant mothers,
loving mothers and consistency in discipline will tend to produce noncriminal sons.

Rosenthal (1962: 639) found that the child of a mother

who applies an inconsistent form of punishment encounters difficulty in
withholding anti-social impulses.

Thus, the child may impose his anti-

social behavior upon others in order to seek limits upon his behavior.
Greeley and Casey (1963: 38) conclude that the lack of discipline at
horne is related to the rejection of authority at school.

Finally, Gold

(1973: 128) states:
The type of discipline a father employs may have some effect
on the father's attractiveness to his son, and it may also serve
as a lesson to the boy on how he should behave when he himself
is angry at someone.
A body of research lends support to the relationship of delinquency to the quality of the social bond between parent(s) and child.
Gold (1963: 129-37) states that delinquents are less attached to their
parents than non-delinquents, and engage in fewer activities with their
parents regardless of socio-economic status.

Delinquents are also less

likely to accept their parents standard of behavior, especially that of
their fathers.

Jensen's (1972: 562-74) study found that non-attachment

to parents is related to delinquency in community areas of both high
and low rates of crime.

Allen and Sandhu (1967: 263-69) conducted a

study of delinquency and its causes related to religion, income and
family relationships.

Their research reveals that the quality of a

youth's relationship with his parents is the most important factor
contributing to delinquency in high and low income groups.

According
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to McCord, McCord and Zola (1959: 81-83) cohesive families, where a
good relationship exists between parent and child, produce

the least

amount of delinquency, and quarrelsome but affectionate homes produce
little delinquency.

A comparative study of children with conduct

problems (aggression) and those without conduct problems was conducted
by Schulman, Shoemaker, and Moelis (1962: 109-14).

The results indi-

cate that the parents of conduct problem children are more hostile
toward their children and are also more likely to reject them.

Although

the following type of situation was not observed in the experiment, the
authors (p. 113) speculate:
• . • While both parents may in their own interaction present a
model of aggressive and hostile behavior for the child, when
they interact with the child they direct this hostility towards
the child. In one sense, the child serves as a scape goat.
A number of studies have been reviewed which assess the quality
and quantity of the mother's and father's participation in family life
and its effect on their childrens' behavior.

One of the most important

roles of parenthood, in respect to behavior outcomes of children, is
that of the disciplinarian.

It is through discipline that the child

forms moral boundaries and learns to adapt his behavior according to
the standards of the home, school and community.

The parents may play

the most influential role in the molding of their childrens' behavior.
For example, Jensen (1972) found parental control, direct or indirect,
has an effect on their son's involvement or non-involvement in delinquent behavior.
a

Jensen (1972: 570) also states that parentl control is

more important factor than availability of delinquent peers.
Middle-class families impose upon their children a general style
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of behavioral expectations and disciplinary sanctions for infractions
of the rules.

According to Kohn (1973: 101-01, 352), middle-class

mothers tend to tolerate wild play and the "letting off of steam."
However, the loss of inner control as displayed through a temper tantrum
is not tolerated.

The middle-class mother disciplines according to

intent rather than to the form of the behavior.

However, quarrelsome

and neglected families, where little attachment exists between parent
and child, produce the highest amount of delinquency.
(1950: 110, 115) found a greater attitude of

The Gluecks

respect for the family

from non-delinquents and non-delinquents were more likely to be products
of a cohesive family.

Bennett (1960: 217-21) stresses a multi-causal

approach which related delinquency to a break in the parent-child relationship and inconsistent discipline.
reveal similar findings.

Two cross-cultural studies

According to Weinberg (1964: 481), delinquents

in Ghana are less attached to their parents than non-delinquents.
Andry's (1971:52-53) study of British youth revealed that

non-delin~

quents have better lines of communication with their parents and are
more likely to confide in their parents when they are in troublesome
situations than do delinquents.
According to control theory, delinquency is related to the degree
of a youth's bonds to the basic institutions of society.

A strong bond

to society is inversely related to a high degree of delinquency.

This

section on the family refers to many research studies which are supportive, or at least partly supportive, of control theory.

These studies

also reveal that the closeness of the bond between a youth and his
family is dependent upon the quality of the parental role.

In other
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words, the strength of the social bond is affected by the parents'
effectiveness in discipline, supervision, resolution of family crisis
situations and provision of attention to their children.
Hypothesis I:

There is no difference in the quality of
attachment to fathers between delinquent
boys and controls.

Hypothesis II:

There is no difference in the quality of
attachment to mothers between delinquent
boys and controls.

Socialization of an individual and the development of social bonds
originate

within the family.

Once outside of the family, the sociali-

zation process and development of social bonds continue
significant groups, i.e., the school and peer group.

within other

For example, Empey

and Lubeck (1971: 80) concluded from their study that delinquent boys
tend to maintain weak ties to the basic institutions during the transitional period from childhood to adulthood.
youth with weak ties become delinquent.

They also found that not all

Hirschi's (1969) study revealed

that the degree of attachment to the family, school and peer group are
associated with delinquent behavior.

Thus, we may be prudent to explore

the possibility that a youth with weak attachment to one social institution, such as the family, may also maintain weak ties to other institutions and social groups, such as the school and peer group.

In the next

section, studies of the school and its relationship to delinquency will
be reviewed.

The school represents the first important group experi-

enced by children outside of the family.

We will note with interest

any similarities in the quality of attachments an individual maintains
with the family and the school, and the effect they have on delinquent
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behavior.
The School
The situation encountered by the child within the school represents his first major transition and adjustment in the world outside of
the family.

Not only is the child exposed to a new physical and social

environment, but he also experiences a new form of status designation.
For example, Parsons (1970: 133) states that status within the family
unit is ascribed according to sex, age and generation.

However, within

the school the child encounters a social environment where status is
achieved through differential academic performance.

Within the school

the child is expected to perform academically and behave according to a
socially prescribed manner.

The child's success in school is dependent

upon his personal capabilities and may also be linked to the quality of
attachment and the socialization process within the home.
The high school also acts as a socialization agent.

Within urban

technological societies, such as ours, which experience rapid social
change, additional demands are made in the socialization process from
childhood to adult status.

For example, Wiatrowski, Griswold and

Roberts (1981) state that schools in our society share an important
role in socialization and preparation for adulthood along with the
family.

They tend to credit the school with a greater role in adoles-

cent socialization than Hirschi (1969) •
According to Kitsuse and Cicourel (1962), adult status is
determined upon gainful employment, and one's occupational status is
largely dependent upon educational skills.

The family is no longer

equipped to provide all of the socialization skills necessary for its
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childrens' transitional process to adulthood.

Thus, the high school has

taken the major role in "adolescent status transition" processing. Due to
this process new demands are placed on both the student to conform and on
the school to control the process of socialization.
Kitsuse and Cicourel (1962: 75) suggest that in its role as a
socialization agent, the high school is becoming highly bureaucratized in
its efforts to control the socialization process.

They state:

Not only does the school shape the development of young
people, it is the only agency that systematically assesses,
records, and reports the progress adolescents make toward
adulthood.
The high school acts as a clearing house of information.

It receives

reports from the police, social welfare agencies and the community in
general regarding individual youth and disperses information to prospective employers and college admissions offices.

The school's possession of

this information may be of great concern to the student since it may
influence his present and future status within and outside the high
school.

Kitsuse and Cicourel also maintain that the high school attempts

to control the individual students by matching their potential to actual
achievement levels.

In this respect students may be identified as "under-

achievers," "normal-achievers," or "over-achievers ."

" Under-achievers "

and "over-achievers" are considered problems by the school and attempts
are made to resolve these problems.

As can be inferred, the student may

be under tremendous pressure within the school situation.

These pressures

of conformity and achievement, in addition to pressures from the family
and the peer group, may have great influence on the student's behavior
outcomes.
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A major behavioral concern within the high school, according to
Stinchcombe (1964), is that of rebellion.

Although his study is on a

small town in California, its relevance may extend itself to the scope of
our study • Stinchcombe suggests four hypotheses that explain high school
rebellion, i.e., hedonism, negativism, alienation from authority and
autonomy from authority.

First, theories which explain deviant behavior

must also explain conforming behavior.

Second, rebellion results in

circumstances where future status does not relate to present performance.
The student may opt for outlets of immediate gratification, hedonistic
behavior, rather than deferred gratification if improved academic achievement does not seem to guarantee future status.

Third, youth who fail to

identify with the student culture are more likely to challenge school
authority and identify with adult roles.

Identity with adult roles repre-

s.ent a symbolic autonomy from authority.

Finally, when strongly interna-

lized goals are not realistically obtainable, expressive alienation
occurs.
Since expectations for success (status occupations) are greater for
middle-class boys than girls or lower-class youth, the inability to
achieve success by middle-class boys may lead to a greater degree of
rebellion.

Research findings by Stinchcombe concluded that middle-class

youth achieve better than youth from lower socioeconomic status, but that
there is no significant difference in rebellion between the classes.
However, among certain groups there is an increase in rebellion associated with an increase of

socioeconomic

status.

Thus, weak attachment

with the high school in regard to authority, social control, student
culture, academic achievement, and realization of internalized goals may
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lead to rebellion.
Delinquency studies have long maintained that a correlation
between delinquency and poor school adjustments.

ex~sts

To cite a few examples,

William C. KVaraceus and Walter B. Miller (1959); the

~esident's

Com-

mission (1967); Albert K. Cohen (1955); and Richard A. Cloward and Lloyd
E. Ohlin (1966) found that delinquent youth from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds are likely to misbehave within the school, be truant and
eventually drop out before completing high school.

There is also evi-

dence which indicates that a similar relationship cuts across socioeconomic boundaries, as Hirschi (1969: 120) states:
The more academically competent a boy is and/or the more
competent he sees himself to be, the less likely he is. to be
delinquent, regardless of his position in the opportunity
structure.
Kelly and Pink (1973) found that middle-class high school students
who have a higher degree of commitment to school are less prone to
rebellion (fighting, drinking and official delinquency) • They also
contend that school commitment is a better predictor of rebellion than
socioeconomic status.

Polk (1969) discovered no significant difference

in the percent of working- and middle-class high school students with
poor academic performance.

He concludes that youth with poor academic

achievement are more likely to be rebellious than those with higher
achi.evement.
lar findings.

A study by R>lk, Frease and Richmond U 97 4} revealed simiYouth who achieve poorly in school are more likely to

become delinquent regardless of which socioeconomic class they hold
membership.

Venezia (1971) also suggests that the school disposition

may serve as an excellent predictor of delinquency.

As he states,
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school records (academic and behavioral) often identify delinquent prone
behavior at a young age.
Boor academic achievement seems to have a more negative effect on
middle-class youth than on working-class youth, according to Frease
(1973;

453-54) •

He also states that middle-class youth who perform

poorly in school are more inclined to become delinquent.

In another

article (on the same study) Frease (1973a) concludes that youth who do
not achieve academic success in schools which are oriented toward
college are more likely to react against this situation through delinquent behavior.

Johnson and Silverman (1975: 9-10) suggest that middle-

class youth who are achieving poorly in school may experience extreme
frustration.

This frustration may also be agitated by the youth's

inability to prepare for prestigious white collar employment.

From

their study of a white collar school, Rhodes and Reiss (1969; 21) s.tate"
• • • the receipt of low marks produces anxiety, shame, or
frustration which leads to a variety of adaptations, some
of which violate norms of the school or the larger community.
Braithwaite (1981

50) makes a similar observation:

Since middle-class children have higher aspirations for
success, it may be that middle-class school failures suffer
from a greater discrepancy between aspirations and expectations of occupational success.
Status among the student population is another issue related to
delinquency proneness.

A major concern in this area is the school

policy of classifying (tracking) youth into college bound and noncollege bound programs (Frease, 1973).

According to Kerckhoff (1972:

85), youth are classified as college or non-college bound by the time
they enter high school.

In general, higher status within the school is
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awarded to those with higher academic achievement.

Kelly and Pink (1973:

481-82) state their concern on the issue:
We suggest that negative labels (e.g., 'poor worker',
'unmotivated', 'behavior problem'), once applied and recognized, can lead not only to differential treatment by
teachers and peers, but also to progressively declining
levels of school commitment.
A

~ongitudinal

study of social and academic dispositions of delin-

quents and non-delinquents from kindergarten through the ninth grade was
conducted by Conger and Miller (1966) •

Their data reveals that differ-

ences between delinquents and non-delinquents begin to appear within the
period which includes kindergarten through the third grades.

Future

delinquent boys made a poor adaptation to school in general.

They had

difficulty adjusting to peers, were more likely to disregard the right
of others and have disrespect for authority.
had more academic problems.

Future delinquents also

From the fourth through sixth grades future

delinquents and non-delinquents continued to display differences according to a "content analysis of teachers spontaneous, informal, comments"
(p. 89).
youth.

However, rejection of authority became more common for all
Future delinquents were more likely to be immature (but not

significantly) which may be the result of over protection by the parents
or less exposure to new experiences.

During the period of early ado-

lescence, seventh through ninth grades, the youth were rated by
teachers' reports and self-reports (psychological tests).

During this

period (similar to the fourth through sixth grades) the social, emotional and academic performances were poorer for future delinquents than
non-delinquents.

Delinquents were less likely to obey the rules, and to

respect authority; and were likely to reject authority.

Non-delinquents 1
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on the other hand, displayed an increase in respect for authority.
Delinquents continued to gain less acceptance by peers, were more likely
to be underachievers, were less apt to concentrate and academically they
gave up easily.

Finally, Conger and Miller (1966: 127) state:

• • • delinquents were rated as more lacking in self-confidence
and self-respect, less cheerful and happy, less well adjusted
to their and the opposite sex, and more attention seeking.
These data thus suggest that extreme parental indifference is
associated with lower self-esteem in the child and, in fact,
seems to be even more deleterious than punitive parental
reactions. It may be that even if the mother is only sufficiently interested in the child to chastise or berate him,
even if she is discourteous enough to be unpleasant to his
friends, this level of interest is associated with higher
self-esteem than is maternal indifference (Rosenberg, 1956;
146).
A study on high school dropouts and delinquency by Elliott and
Voss (1974) resulted in a number of findings.

First, social class does

not make a difference in delinquency rates, but it does make a difference in the rate of dropouts.

Lower-class situations are more conducive

to dropouts and this class has a higher rate of dropouts.

Second, there

is no difference in delinquency rates between students in school or out
of school; a study by Elliott (1966) has similar conclusions.
graduates had lower rates.

However,

Also dropouts are more likely to be adjudi-

cated delinquents than graduates.

Third, in somewhat of a contradiction

to Stinchcornbe (1964), failure to achieve long range goals does not seem
to be an important factor in delinquency.

Fourth, at the time of drop-

out, family problems did not seem to be an important factor, rather a
crisis situation affecting the student in the school was most important.
Elliott and Voss suggest that many dropouts may actually be pushouts.
Fifth, dropouts had a higher rate of delinquency while in school than
when out of school, similar to a conclusion reached by Elliott (1966).
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The pressures, frustrations and stigma of failure in school may account
for this association.

Finally, Elliott and Voss (p. 205-207} state:

Failure, normlessness, and association with delinquent
friends are both causes and consequences of involvement in
delinquent behavior. Delinquency increases the likelihood
that youth will do poorly in school and perceive themselves
as rejected by their parents. Involvement in delinquent
behavior has a particularly strong influence on feelings of
normlessness in school as well as friendship choices.
A study by Lichter, Rapien, Seibert and Sklansky (1962} reveals
that most male delinquents had difficulties with academic work and/or
misbehavior in the class room during elementary school.

About one-half

of the dropouts had these difficulties by the fourth grade.

Almost all

about 90 percent} of the dropouts had difficulties in high school.

Few

of the dropouts came to the high school academically prepared.
Hypothesis III:

There is no difference in academic performance
between delinquent boys and controls.

It also appears that middle-class youth who are dissatisfied with
family life may use their poor school disposition to strike back against
their parents.

Since middle-class families place education very high on

their childrens' priorities, what better weapon does the child have than
to violate educational norms?

These children also seem to have lost

interest in school at an early age and begin to fall behind the other
students.

The pressures at home may be an important factor

in their

poor school disposition.
Family and school situations may be linked to the cause of delinquent behavior under certain circumstances.

For example, some youth may

arrive at school under the stress of serious family problems and bring
an exceptional need for personal attention from school staff.

However,
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school personnel seldom have time to meet the extra needs of these youth.
Thus, these youth often refer to the attention gaining mechanism used at
home, i.e., acting out.

Again the youth gains attention, but as before

it is in the form of discipline.

Their negative experience with adults

and authority figures is reinforced and may result in rebellion against
the school.

To cite a few examples, Hirschi (1969: 131) concluded from

his research that youth who have weak attachments to their parents also
tend to disregard their teachers and have a negative attitude toward
school in general.

Waitrowski, Griswold and Roberts (1981) also found

that high parental attachment is positively related to school attachment.
We may conclude from the above research studies that delinquent
youth are more likely to encounter problematic situations within the
school setting.

A greater degree of disciplinary problems, disrespect

for authority, poor academic performance in relationship to ability,
truancy and dropping out of school is experienced by delinquent youth,
and consequently they are more likely to become alienated from the
school.

We have also seen that poor school disposition is likely to be

related to problematic family situations.

Thus, a possibility remains

that a link exists between attachments to the family and the school,
i.e., the degree of attachment to the family is directly related to the
degree of the attachment to the school situation.

This possible link

and tie between attachments to the family and the school may also be
extended to a third signi£icant social entity encountered by youth, the
adolescent peer group.

During adolescence, the peer group serves as an

important function in the socialization process leading to adulthood and
has a great influence over its members.

The effectiveness of the peer
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group may be highly influenced by the relative strength of the bonds
brought in by its members.

If control theory is valid, delinquents

would have weaker attachments to the family, school and peer group than
non-delinquents.
The Peer Group
Studies of delinquent peer groups are most likely to concentrate
on inner-city gangs (Thrasher, 1927; Cohen, 1955; Cloward and Ohlin,
1960; Yablonsky, 1963; Short and Strodtbeck, 1965).

There are a few

studies of delinquent peer groups comprised of middle-class suburban
youth, however, the empirical research on this phenomenon is limited.
For example, research by Greeley and Casey (1963) is based on a single
group, and the Meyerhoffs (1964) study examines only a few groups.

A

limited number of studies will be reviewed which provide possible
insights concerning middle-class, delinquent, peer groups.
According to control theory, delinquent youth are more likely than
non-delinquents to have weak or broken ties to conventional society
(Hirschi, 1969).

During the period of adolescent peer group formation,

individuals seek associations with others who have similar "stakes" in
conventional society.

Delinquent youth are, thus, more likely to gravi-

tate toward delinquent peers and non-delinquents will gravitate toward
youth with conventional attitudes.

Hirschi states that delinquent peer

groups are not likely to recruit new members or influence the behavior
patterns of members, since delinquent youth have engaged in delinquent
activities previous to peer group membership.

He also emphasizes that

delinquents are, also more likely to have weak affective ties to their
peers than are non-delinquents.
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Hypothesis IV:

Delinquents are not more likely to associate
with delinquent peers than are controls.

Hypothesis V:

There are no differences in attachments to
peers between delinquents and controls.

Before proceeding, a brief notation regarding the function of the
adolescent peer group is addressed.

This is an important function in

the understanding of behavior since the evolution of the adolescent peer
group is closely linked to the family and the wider society.
the family, the peer group performs a crucial role
ization process.

Similar to

in a youth's social-

The concept of control theory is enhanced through an

understanding of the composite network of associations, experiences and
social bonds between the family and society, and the adolescent peer
group.

The peer group tends to select from and apply some of the experi-

ences gained from the family and the society, and develop its own set of
norms which have a great influence over its members.
The adolescent peer group functions as part of the transitional
process from childhood within the family unit to adulthood within the
larger society (Kerckhoff, 1972: 87-89}.

In effect, the adolescent peer

group acts as a springboard from the small intimate family setting where
mutual commitments and obligations exist among the members to a complex
impersonal social

structure where relationships are based on achievement.

In our technological society, the family is unable to prepare the child
with all of the instructions necessary for adult life; nor is the family
able to supply all of the emotional support necessary for this transition.
The adolescent peer group als.o acts as an agent of socialization.
Within this group the members are aware of the fact that they must do
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the right thing "in the eyes of their peers."

For example, the peer

group also serves in the function of sex role identification.

Adoles-

cent peer groups set standards for sex roles among its members and ridicule those who violate the rules.

Sex role norms which evolve within

the peer group are most often brought into the group from the members'
family experiences (Kerckhoff, 1972: 87-89).

In the same respect the

peer group may set definitions favorable or unfavorable to the violation
of the law as expressed in the theory of differential association (next
section).
Shanley (1967) suggests in his review of the literature on middleclass delinquency that further research include investigation into
causal factors related to the peer group and the family.

For example,

Hirschi (1969: 143) found that a high degree of attachment to one's
parents is directly related to the degree of attachment to one's peers.
In other words, the delinquent youth who is weakly attached to his
parents is not likely to compensate his need for attachment through his
peer group.

Delinquent youth may seek additional emotional support and

recognition from their adolescent peer group in order to compensate for
the lack of strong ties to their families.

Unfortunately, the peer

groups of delinquents often fail as surrogate families and as tightly
knit peer groups.

The inadequate socialization and emotional support

they receive from their families is a limiting factor on the amount of
social skills they are able to bring into the adolescent peer group.
Thus, youth with weak bonds to their famili.es are more likely to have
weak bonds to the school and their peers.
Empey and Lubeck (1971: 115) found that delinquent youth in Los
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Angeles, California who maintain weak attachments to their families
tended to identify more with their peer group and delinquent activities.
Empey and Lubeck suggest that when the family fails, other social units
are seldom available to intercede.

McCord, NcCord and Thurber (1962)

in a study of predominately lower-class youth found that youth from two
parent conflict homes were about twice as likely to have a delinquent
reference group than were youth from two parent tranquil homes or broken
homes.

We are interested in investigating whether or not a relationship

exists between the strength of attachment to parents and membership in
delinquent or non-delinquent peer groups among middle-class youth.

We

are also interested in the differences, if any, in the strength of
attachments between members of both delinquent and non-delinquent peer
groups.
Greeley and Casey (1964: 40) state that the following conditions
are likely to contribute to the emergence of middle-class delinquent
gangs:
Middle-class youth groups, we would predict, will tend
toward delinquency when it has: (a) a large number of 'nouveau
bourgeois' members; (b) a large number of notable '·father
absent' members; (c) a large number of poor academic performers; and (d) an insufficient number of 'countervailing
personalities' to control deviant tendencies..
White suburban delinquency, according to Eisner (1969: 96-107),
results from the parental belief that they know what is best for adolescents and mold the youth's environment in three major directions.

First,

school children are segregated by chronological age which limits the
child's contacts with role models. of different ages.
life of youth is institutionalized.

Second, the social

Their life is scheduled and super-
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vised by adults within homogeneous age groups.
adults is limited to parents and teachers.

A youth's contact with

Third, suburban youth

attend schools comprised almost entirely of middle-class student bodies
and the parents ensure that their children are socialized properly for
entry into the middle-class.

However, at the same time adults have

excluded youth from adult life which has resulted in the formation of
the youth culture.

The youth culture in turn sometimes engage

in

activities which are not condoned by adults.
Another dimension of group delinquency and societal values may be
viewed in relation to drift (Matza, 1964), and techniques of neutralization (Sykes and Matza, 1957) •

According to Matza delinquents hold a

delicate balance between convention and crime.

In general they uphold

the societal values, however, there are some values with which they do
not hold consensus.
duct.

This leads to conflict and possible delinquent con-

Thus, they may drift into delinquency when they are in conflict

with societal values and drift back to conformity when they are in
consent.

However, even when they are in violation with the law, they try

to neutralize their behavior through rationalizations which the delinquent may view in his mind, and through the context of his subculture, as
excuses for his behavior.

In this respect they may at the same time

maintain an attachment to the societal values system.

Sykes and Matza

list five techniques of neutralization: (1) denial of responsibility,
(2)

denial of injury, (3). denial of victim,

(4)

condemnation of the

condemners, and (5) appeal to higher loyalties, i.e., s.ocietal values may
be sacrificed for the values. of a primary group.
Control theory according to Hirschi makes three assumptions. regard-
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ing the relationship between delinquency and the peer group.

First,

delinquents associate with delinquents, and non-delinquents associate
with other non-delinquents.

Second, delinquent youth have weak ties

to conventional society before gaining membership into delinquent peer
groups.

Third, delinquent youth are more likely to have weak attach-

ments to their peers than non-delinquents.

In the next section we will

discuss the theory of differential association (Sutherland, 1947) and
compare it to control theory.
Differential Association
One of the most prominent theories of the relationship between
delinquent behavior and the peer group is that of differential association (Sutherland, 1947).

This theory, which is not limited by social

class boundaries, may aid our understanding of delinquent behavior in
conjunction with both control and containment (see next section)
theories.

Criminal behavior is a learning process, according to the

theory of differential association.

A youth within the context of his

social environment may have exposure to a diverse range of delinquent
and non-delinquent associations.

The "frequency, deviation, priority

and intensity" of his differential associations with delinquents or nondelinquent will have a definite effect on his behavioral outcomes.

For

example, if he closely associates with those whose definitions are more
favorable to the violation of the law, he will tend toward delinquent
behavior.

On the other hand, if associations. are primarily with those

who do not hold favorable definitions to the violation of the law, he
will be less likely to adopt delinquent behavior patterns.
A study of middle-class delinquency by Richards, Berk and Forster
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(1979) reveals some results which are supportive of di£ferential association theory.

They found that the strongest correlation to vandalism

is peer relationships.

Respondents to their study who participate in

acts of vandalism are more likely to associate with peers who engage in
acts of vandalism than respondents who do not commit such acts.
Rich~~ds,

Berk and Forster also state that shop-lifting and minor theft

are techniques which are learned within the peer group and are carried
out with peers.

They found that the best measure of peer related delin-

quency is whether or not the respondent commits the same type of
offense (s) as his/her peers.
Scott and Vaz (1963) emphasize the importance of the youth subculture.

They contend that the middle-class family in our society has

transformed from a patriarchical controlled unit to a more democratic
one.

Within the democratic family the parents also involve the children

in the decision-making process.

A more permissive atmosphere occurs as

rules become relaxed and intra-familial relationships become vague.
Permissiveness has also become characteristics of the school and the
society, itself.
confusion.

Middle-class youth are thus likely to experience role

Due to these circumstances, the adolescent peer group

assumes a major responsibility and influence in defining moral boundaries, acceptable types of deviance, and the role of youth in society.
Since there is no common consensus among all peer groups as to .what is
right and wrong, youth are highly dependent and pressured to conform to
the norms established by the particular group they join.

This is highly

suggestive of Sutherland's. differential association theory.
The theories of differential association and control are in agree-
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ment that delinquents are more likely to associate with delinquents, and
non-delinquents are more l1kely to associate with non-delinquents.

How-

ever, these two theories do not agree upon the origins of delinquent
behavior.

Differential association views delinquency as a learning

process gained through association with other delinquents.

Control

theory, on the other hand, claims that delinquents have weak or broken
ties with conventional society and have engaged in delinquent acts
before membership in a delinquent peer group.

Hirschi (1969: 230)

reflects on his version of control theory and states,

"The theory under-

estimated the importance of delinquent friends; it overestimated the
significance of involvement in conventional activities."

Linden and

Hackler (1973) suggest that control theory should be linked with differential association.

The delinquent may agree with the values of

society, but association with other delinquents may "make delinquency
involvement more likely."
Containment Theory
Containment theory, which probes into the self-concept, may also
provide productive insights on the etiology of middle-class delinquency,
since it cuts across boundaries of socioeconomic status.

The theoret-

ical framework, largely developed by Walter c. Reckless (1961, 1967,
1970) incorporates both internal and external factors.

OUter (external)

containment is represented by the primary groups, the family being the
most important, within a society which maintain
members to conform.

norms and constrain

Inner containment is the strength or weakness of

the inner self to comply with the constraints imposed by outer containment.

These two forms of containment guard against the various pres-
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sures and pulls which may cause an individual to stray from societal
norms.
There are some limitations to the scope of containment theory.
excludes extremes of behavior and personality adaptations.

It

According to

Reckless (1967: 477):
The containment paradigm applies only to the non-psychotic
non-symptomatic, non-faculty-character-structure forms of
behavior, which represent a normal range of interaction between
the person and his situation and a normal transgression of the
dominant prevailing norms and law.
A series of articles by Reckless, Dinitz and Murray (1956), Reckless, Dinitz and Kay(l957), and Dinitz, Scarpitti and Reckless (1962) to
cite a few, resulted from a research project conducted in Columbus, Ohio.
Two groups of twelve year old white boys were selected by sixth grade
teachers from schools located in high delinquency areas.

The first group

consisted of boys judged by their teachers as not likely to be involved
in the juvenile justice system.

The second group consisted of youth

judged as likely to be involved within the juvenile justice system.
One study by Reckless, Dinitz and Murray (1956) concentrated on
the non-delinquency prone group of boys.

The results revealed: first,

these youth had few if any friends who were in trouble with the law.
Second, their parents held close supervision over them and emphasized
non-deviant activities.
their children.

In general, the parents seemed interested in

Third, the boys believed that both parents provided an

equal amount of affection towards them.
and marital situations were stable.

Fourth, the parents economic

Finally, these youth expressed good

self-concepts and internalized conforming values held by persons close
to them; thus, they were insulated from delinquency.

Reckless and Dinitz
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(1967) in another article also stress the importance of a positive selfimage as a guard against deviance.
Dinitz, Scarpitti and Reckless (1962) added a longitudinal dimension to the Columbus, Ohio study.

They conducted a second test on the

youth when they were sixteen years of age.

These tests revealed that

the boys who were more delinquency prone at twelve years of age were
more often involved in the juvenile justice system by the time they were
sixteen.

The delinquency prone group also held lower self-images at

both ages than the non-delinquency prone boys.
One example which indicates that self-concept may cross social
class boundaries is provided by Fannin and Clinard (1965).

Their

investigation consisted of a comparative study of lower-class and lowermiddle-class youth from urban areas committed to a midwestern correctional institution.

There were many similarities from both groups in

self-concept as males.

However, differences were reported between the

two social classes in relationship to behavioral orientations.

Fannin

and Clinard observed that the lower-class youth were more likely to hold
a more powerful, fierce, tougher, fearless and dangerous self-concept.
Whereas the lower-middle-class youth had a greater tendency to conceive
of themselves as "more clever, smart, smooth, bad and loyal."

These

findings also relate to the implication earlier in this paper that the
forms of deviance may vary according to social class.
There are also a few studies which infer that a close relationship
may exist between self-concept and control theories.
is provided by Hall and Waldo (1967).

The first example

They suggest that academic

achievement may be linked to self-concept.

They conclude that an indi-
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vidual's attitude toward his academic capacity is related to actual
academic achievement.

Their findings also indicate that delinquents are

more likely to have low academic capacity than non-delinquents.
Frense (1972) states that non-college bound students suffer from
status deprivation and that a positive relationship exists between high
grades and self-concept.

Frease also maintains that youth with low

self-identities are more likely to associate with youth who are involved
in delinquent activities.
A relationship between self-concept and attachment is also exemplified by Rosenberg's (1965) research.

Rosenberg observed a difference in

the degree of sons' attachment to their fathers according to their socioeconomic status.

Middle-class boys were closer to their fathers than

lower-class boys and upper-class boys were the closest attached of all.
The research also indicates that a relationship exists between the closeness of the father and son, and the son's self-esteem.

The closer the

father is to the son, the greater is the son's self-esteem.

Rosenberg

also noticed that a relationship existed between parental indifference
and low self-esteem.

This relationship held when tested against differ-

ences in socioeconomic status, religion, gender and size of community.
Hypothesis VI.

There is no difference in self-concepts between
delinquents and controls.

Finally, Jensen (1973) reveals a relationship between a youth's degree
of self-esteem and the strength of his attachment to his parents.

A

strong parental bond is directly related to a youth's high self-esteem.
Jensen's findings in this matter are in agreement with the concept of
inner containment evolved by Reckless, i.e., strong bonds to significant
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others (parents) form a high degree of inner containment in the form of
self-esteem and thus insulate the youth from delinquency.

However,

Jensen differs from Reckless in that he found that other significant
persons, peers, may also contribute to a youth's degree of inner containment.

For example, a youth may have close attachments to his

parents, but have his degree of inner containment weakened if the
situation within his peer group is favorable to the violation of the law.
In effect, Jensen finds importance in Sutherland's theory of differential association where Reckless would not find it as important. Research
findings of Voss (1969)

compliment those of Jensen.

Voss found that a

combination of the effects of containment and differential association
theories provides a better explanation of delinquency than either theory
by itself.
Conclusion
Three

theorie~

control (Hirschi, 1969), differential association

(Sutherland, 1947) and containment (Reckless, 1961, 1967, 1970) have
been selected as plausible explanations of serious delinquent behavior
among white middle-class males residing in suburbia.
their selection follows:
our available data.

The reasons for

(1) they are amenable to the empirical test of

(2) The theoretical framework of each includes a

relationship to one or more of the most important groups which comprise
the adolescent world, i.e., the family, school and peers.

(3) They are

not class based.
Each of the three theories may be supported by data as a valid
explanation of middle-class delinquency.

However, it is also likely

that the combined effects of two or all three theories may provide a
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greater explanation than a single theory.

For example, Linden and

Hackler (1973) recommend the linkage of control theory with the theory
of differential association.

Voss (1969) and Jensen (1973) conclude

from their research findings that differential association and containment theories explain delinquent behavior best when factors of both are
combined.

The advantage of the combined effects of two or all three

theories is that the strength of one may resolve the weakness of
another.
Having reviewed the theoretical framework of this study, a detailed
explanation of our sample selection and methodological procedures follows
in Chapter II.

OUr experimental (delinquent) and control groups are

selected from two different sources.
is from qualitative archival records.
is quantitative.

The data on the delinquent group
Information on the control group

Details are provided regarding the method of coding

the qualitative information onto a quantitative instrument identical to
the one used for the control group.
An analysis of hedonistic and non-hedonistic offenses is presented

in Chapter III.

Self-reported delinquent behavior of boys in the control

group is compared to self-reports of boys from lower socioeconomic backgrounds who reside in the suburbs and the central city.

There is also a

detailed account of the official offenses attributed to boys in the
delinquent group.
Chapters IV, V and VI provide an analysis of data for the test of
control theory.

Comparisons are made between the delinquents and the

boys in the control group.

More specifically, Chapter IV covers the

quality of the social bond between boys and their parents.

The relation-

50

shiP between the boys, and their fathers and mothers are treated
separately.
chapter

v.

Attachments of the boys to the school are discussed in
In Chapter VI peer relationships of the boys are examined.

Chapter VI also serves to test the theory of differential association.

Boys from both groups are compared according to their association

with delinquent or non-delinquent peers, and with drug abusing and nondrug abusing peers.
VII.

A test of containment theory is found in Chapter

The self-concepts (inner-containment) of the boys from the delin-

quent and control groups are compared.
Important variables related to the family, school, peer group and
self-concept (and similarly related to the theories of control differential association and containment) are further analyzed in the multivariate technique of discriminant analysis in Chapter VIII.

The four

variables, i.e., father-son relationship, academic achievement, association with delinquent or non-delinquent peers and self-concept, which
are entered into the final equation result in excellent predictors of
delinquency.
Conclusions are presented in Chapter IX.

First, is a review of

the important research findings and methodological difficulties.
Second, are recommendations for future research studies regarding delinquency.

Finally, policy implications are suggested based upon the

findings of this study.

CHAPTER II
THE SAMPLE AND METHODOLOGY
Only a small quantity of empirical studies exist
middle-class delinquency in suburbia.

on white

This sparse quantity of data

apparently reflects the relatively low official rates of delinquency
among middle-class youth and difficulties
mation on this population.

in gaining access to infor-

Even a number of our own efforts to gain

access to such information met with failure.

Fortunately, the Juve-

nile Court of Cook County, Illinois, and the Institute for Juvenile
Research, a division of the Illinois Department of Mental Health, have
consented to make available a substantial amount of data pertinent to
our project.

These two sources offer a rare opportunity to gain access

to empirical data on delinquents and controls (randomly selected from
the suburban area of metropolitan Chicago) and provide a basis for the
test of our hypotheses.
This chapter presents. the methodological approach used to examine
the validity of our theoretical framework through the analysis of
empirical data.

Our empirical data is not only obtained from two

different sources, it is also presented in two different formats
quantitative, the other qualitative).

(one

Thus, the methodological pro-

cedure is also designed to make the best use of both data sources for
comparative purposes.

First, there is a review of each data source.

Second, the groups are closely matched to control against some factors
which may cause extraneous differences.
which combines data from both

Third, a technique is utilized

sources within a single instrument.
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This includes a process. of converting qualitative data onto a quantitative instrument.

Fourth, the data will be analyzed through the

statistical technique of discriminant analysis.
In 1972, the Institute for Juvenile Research gathered quantitative data for their "Youth and Society in Illinois" (1975) study.

A

s.tratified household probability sample was s.elected from the total
Illinois population of 14-18 year olds residing in households,

House-

holds were selected rather than school populations in order not to
eliminate school dropouts.

Eventually over 3,100 youths completed a

self-administered questionnaire (Appendix A}.

Many of the ques.tion-

naire items served as excellent indices for the empirical test of our
hypothes.es.

Although a number of monographics have been written from

the data by the Institute for Juvenile Research staff (1975, 1975a, 1975b,
1975c, 1975d, 1975e, and 1975f), no other studies of middle-class
de~inquency

have been completed nor is one in progress using this data.

Those cases selected from the Institute for Juvenile Research study
will constitute the control group.
Data from our second source of information, the Juvenile Court,
is contained within the individual case record files.

These files

contain a face sheet (names, ages, places of birth, school or occupation of all family members. and other similar information}, records of
court appearances and dispositions, a somewhat comprehensive social
investigation, school reports, police contacts, and possibly one or
more psychological, psychiatric, or social work reports provided by
the Court and/or outside social welfare organizations.

Due to the

confidentiality of these records we have agreed not to identify any of
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the subjects or breach their rights of privacy.
Although the Court data is in narrative form, as compared to the
structural closed-ended questionnaire us.ed in the Institute for Juvenile Research study, the types of information found in both data
sources are very similar.

For example, the case records reveal infor-

mation concerning the family, peer group, school and contact with
agencies of social control, i.e., police, courts and detention centers.
The case records used in this. study are from youth who are or have been
under the supervision of the Probation Department and not those
diverted at the point of Court Intake.

The court youth considered for

this study are wards. of an agency of social control, and are designated
as the delinquent group.

These cases were selected from four town-

ships, i.e., Evanton, New Trier, Niles, and Northfield which lie north
of the City of Chicago.

This geographic area receives coverage from a

single court probation unit.
In order to eliminate as many outside factors which may be
capable of inducing spurious conclusions, controls will be placed on
the cases selected for this study.

For example, Banduria and Walters

(1959: 9), Gold (1963: 45-59), Robins (1966: 17) and Allen and Sandhu
(1967: 263) recommend
socioeconomic

status.

tha~

data be controlled by age, sex, race and

We will follow these recommendations and

control the data by defining the group members as follows;
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Sex "

Male

Age

14--16 Year Old

Race

White

School Status •

In

School

Geographic Location

• . Chicago Standard Metropolitan
Area, outside central city

Father's Education

•• At Least Some College

Father's. Occupation

.Professional or Managerial

Father's. Employment
Status.
• • • • • . Employed
These tight controls. clearly delineate our two groups. of boys. as. white,
middle-class. suburbanites.

Exclusion of dropouts and unemployed

fathers. also eliminated outside influences which could possibly alter
our findings.

Also an additional qualification is imposed upon the

delinquent group.

All court cases must have a minimum of two recorded

contacts with the juvenile justice system.

This turned out to be a

wise decision since the few boys with only one official contact were
generally passively involved in the commission of the offense and were
victims of circumstance resulting from peer pressure.
Although the use of many controlling variables reduces the possibility of extraneous differences, it also places limitations on the
size of both res.earch groups..

'!Wenty-s.even boys from the Juvenile

Court met our criteria for selection in this. study.

Most of thes.e

boys. have extensive contacts. with the juvenile justice system (see
Chapter III for details}.
Fifty boys were selected as controls from the Institute for
Juvenile Research study.

These boys represented the total number of
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respondents who met our definitions of age, race, school status, geographic location and socioeconomic status.

The controls reported

minimal contact with the juvenile justice system.

For example, only

four of them reported police apprehensions resulting in community
adjustments; and only one reported appearing at a juvenile court hearing, but a disposition regarding the hearing is not provided.
One very important limitation of the Institute for Juvenile
Research study, which should be noted, is. an absence of information
concerning the mother's occupation.

In one-parent families headed by

the mother, which lacked information regarding the father, it is not
possible to as.sess the mother's. socioeconomic status. using the indices
of education and occupation.

This. results in no representation from

one-parent families in the control group, whereas seven boys from the
delinquent group are from one-parent families.

A few recent studies

by Hennessey, Richards and Berk (_19781, Richards, Berk and Fos.ter
U979} and Grinnell and Chambers (_1979) did not find an important
relationship between delinquency and broken homes,

Hennessey, Richards

and Berk (p. 523) state;
our data indicate that there is no effect of broken homes
on self-reported delinquency among these middle-class juveniles.
This is. not to s.ay that middle class family interaction patterns
(fighting, disobedience, and the nature of affective ties among
family members) exert no influence on delinquency, but that
broken homes have no independent effects.
Our interest in the family for this s.tudy is the quality of the parentchild bond and not the numb€r of parents living in the home.

An

addi-

tion of one-parent families to the control group might cause a change
in our results.

It could be that middle-class. white boys from one-

parent families experience more difficulties with family, school and
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peer relationships.

We will never know, of course, due to the flaw in

the questionnaire design.

However, it is a matter which must be taken

into account while analyzing the data.
As stated previously, each of our two data sources differ in
their type of format, i.e. , data from the Ins.ti tute For Juvenile
Research is quantitative and the Juvenile Court data is qualitative.
The best method to utilize both data sources for the test of our hypotheses is through a uniform instrument.

This is possible, since both

sources contain similar types of information.

A modified version of

the Institute'· s questionnaire was selected as the uniform instrument
(Appendix B) •

The modified version contains

test of the hypotheses..

i terns relevant to the

With the use of a quantitative technique it

becomes pos.sible to perform a statistical analysis to test the validity
of our hypotheses.

A pre-test was used on six court cases.

The trans-

formation of archival information from the court cases to the questionnaire proved to be successful and was applied to the remainder of the
court cases.

Also, to demonstrate the vers.atility of transforming

quantitative data to qualitative form, a monograph on a boy from the
control group was constructed from questionnaire responses (Appendix C) •
This monograph is. similar to the probation officer 1 s social investigation.
Juvenile Court documents also have their limitations. which must
be addressed,

One source of possible difficulty may be attributed to

the labeling perspective of deviant behavior.

Some proponents of this

theory (Becker, 1964; Piliavin and Briar, 1964; and Cicourel, 1968)
suggest that the proces.sing of individuals by the legal system
forces their deviant identities.

rein~

In essence the legal process may
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promote

secondary deviance as formulated by Lemert (1951).

Thus,

increased contact with the juvenile justice system may result in an
increased deviant orientation.

Lemert (1967) states that stigma of

being a deviant and a failure, which a youth obtains through juvenile
court processing, may also extend to the school and community
ments.

environ~

Relevant to this study, Ageton and Elliott (19741 found that

white males are more prone to the effects. of labeling than minorities
or females.
Cicourel (1968) states: the relationship between a probation
officer and a youth may have an effect on the disposition of a case.
However, he also found that many of the probation officerst impressions
of their clients are not recorded.

Lemert (1967: 94) also comments on

the limitations of juvenile court records.:
A major difficulty in the large bureaucratic urban juvenile
court is that the functional context of child problems directed
to it eas.ily gets lost; it has to be reconstructed by bits and
pieces of information obtained through investigations and
inquiries conducted under highly artificial circumstances, and
communicated in written reports which easily become stereotyped
as they pass from person to person.
Finally, Needleman (1981) found inconsistencies in the juvenile
court screening process., including the documentation of information.
This is an important matter since the screening unit plays a major role
in determining whether youth are diverted from the court or sent before
a judge.

Needleman states that, in s.ome cases, the probation officers

(in the s.creening department) placed subjective interpretations in the
court records, rather than the facts.

She also discovered that fragments

of information may have been pieced together in order to influence a
judge's decision.

Although the probation officer may manipulate
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information at times in their interest for the child, thia may reault
in misleading information.
Coding tpe information from the Juvenile Court caae records onto
the rrodified questionnaire became a complex and time-consuming proceas.
Many steps. were involved to maximize accuracy and reliability,

The

aelection of the delinquent group waa made from boys active with the
north suburban probation unit
to late 1976.

sometime during the period of late 1975

Some of the boys were also active before and/or after

this time period.

The 27 boys who were eventually selected represent a

universe of all boys meeting our standard of data controls within the
time frame specified above.

By the time the coding of the data began,

all of the cases had been terminated from court supervision for a
variety of reasons, i.e., successful completion of supervision or probation, commitment to a correctional institution, etc.

Thus we were
I

able to work from a complete set of documents.
At this time another limitation of our study needs to be addressed.
Empirical data for the I.J.R. study was collected in 1972.

The cases of

the delinquent boys under study were processed by the court from late
1975 to late 1976, resulting in a three to four-year gap,

Thus, the

possibility must be taken into account that some form of social change
or social climate may have occurred and, consequently, may be
sible for alteration& in our findings.

respon~

There is no practical method

available to account for a poasible social change during this time
period.
The transfer of information from the court

doc~~ents

onto

structured questionnaires. is subjective and prone to intentional and
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non-intentional bias on the part of the coder.

In order to reduce

this possibility of bias., a decision was made to have each case coded
by two coders working independently and without collaboration.
process was used for 26 of the cases.

This

There was an exception of one

case which was recalled by the Juvenile Court and sealed before it
could be transferred onto the questionnaire by the second coder.

This

case was sealed by the legal department since the individual was
alleged to have committed a series of crimes as a young adult.
The actual process. of transfering the court information onto the
questionnaire required a careful reading of the entire case record.
Many of the case records. contained many pages with new information
added during the entire s.upervision/probation period.

t'fuere a piece

of information from the case record applied to a questionnaire item,
the coder denoted the most accurate score according to his/her best
judgment.

As an additional meas.ure of reliability the coders wrote

short comments. (usually paraphras.es to prevent the identity of an
individual) next to many of the questionnaire items as a justification
of the selected score.

This was of great value as. we will see later.

An inventory sheet was. prepared for individual cases. which itemized the s.cores of both. coders for each questionnaire i tern (an example
is illustrated in Table 2-11.

This. provides an excellent tool for

denoting ag.reements and disagreements between the two coders.

It also

indicates. where compromises are made and where items. scored by only
one coder are accepted.
At this time we should note that the court information does. not
relate well to the LJ.R. questionnaire items on self-concept.

How-

TABLE 2-1

INVENTORY OF THE SCORING OF QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS OF
A SINGLE CASE BY TWO CODERS

guestionnaire No. 20
Questionnaire Item

Scores Recorded
b;l Coder I
1 2 3 4 5 6

Scores Recorded
B;l Coder II

Coders
Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6

14

X

15
16
18

X
X

X

Coders
Score for One
Disagree Coder Justified
Equals X

Compromise

X

X

20

X
'

21
22

0'1

0

24

X

X

26
27
30
32

X

X

X

53

X

X

X

54

X

X

X

55

X

56

X

X

65

66
-

---

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

I

-~

TABLE 2-1 (~Cont.)

guestionnaire No. 20
Questionnaire Item

"-:-,

Scores Recorded
b:z: Coder I
123456

68

X

69

X

Scores Recorded
b:z: Coder II
123456
X

Coders
Agree

__E_g_uili ___x

X

X

X

X

72

X

X

X

74

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Score for One pompromise
Coder Justified

X

71

75
88

Coders
Disagree

X

X

X

89
90
91
92

X

X

0

0'1
1-'

95
96

X

110

)

X

112

X

X

X

X

0

114
116

X
X

X

X

120

X

X

X

123

X

X

X

125

X

X

X

132

X

Self-Image Score
Total

X

LOW

LOW

0

X

21

3

1

0
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ever, the case records. generally contain overall test results and/or
observations but do not include individual items of the test,

Where

possible, self-concept of the delinquents are rated: "high," "medium, 11
or

11

low, 11

The self-concept s.cores for delinquent youth will be com-

pared to score averages. of the nine self-concept i terns. reported by
the controls. in Chapter 7.
Table 2-2 displays the number of questionnaire items scored by
both coders for each court cas.e.

It also denotes the number of i terns

agreed and disagreed upon for every case.

For those items scored by

both coders, they agreed 84.3 percent (445 items) of the time and disagreed 15.7 percent (B3 items).

The percentage of agreement is reason

ably high and attests to the feasibility of transferring archival
information onto the quantitative instrument.

This is particularly

encouraging since each case record is comprised of numerous sources of
information.

For example, there are varying combinations of reports

from police officers, court personnel, psychologists, psychiatrists,
s.chool pers.onnel, social workers, etc,

This information also reflected

changes which occurred over the period of court supervision or probation.

Thes.e obs.tacles were confronted durinq the coding process and

were overcome for the most part,

Appendix Q contains reliability

scores on the coding of individual questionnaire items used to test our
hypotheses.
Table 2-3 illustrates a cross reference of accepted and rejected
respons.es for each case and questionnaire i tern.

In addition to the

445 scores agreed upon by both coders another 67 scores have been
accepted for use in our data analysis.

First, there were 12 compro-
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TABLE 2-2
AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEMENT IN SCORING BY TWO CODERS

Questionnaire
Number
Questionnaire
Item

Number of Items Coded
Two Coders Agree
Two Coders Disagree

Total

1

18

0

18

2

17

1

18

3

8

0

8

4

12

1

13

5

8

2

10

6

18

1

19

7

21

1

22

8

12

5

17

9

9

6

15

10

3

17

11

14
12

5

17

12

22

5

27

13

23

2

25

14

19

2

21

15

14

6

20

16

24

2

26

17

19

7

26

18

21

7

28

19

21

2

23

20

21

3

24

21

20

1

21

22

18

4

22

23

23

1

24

24

12

7

19

25

21

8

29

26

18

1

19

445
(84. 4%}

83
(15. 7%)

Total

528
(100.1%)
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mises made on items not agreed upon by both coders.

Although the

coders did not have exact agreement, the scores were not very di£ferent.

For example, 10 of the compromises are for questionnaire items

55 and 56 which relate to the relationship between the boys and their
fathers or mothers.

These relationships are coded according to the

following choices: (_1) "very well," (2) "fairly well," (3) "not too
well," and (4) "not w.ell at

all.~'

In those instances where the dif-

ference in scoring is between "very well" and "fairly well," or "not
too well" and "not well at all" a compromise was made.

Each compro-

mis.e is made in the direction toward acceptance of the null hypothesis.
In other words the compromises. for this example is either "very well"
or "not too well."

The same logic applies to compromises on ques.tion-

naire i terns 30 and 32.

Thus., compromises. provide additional informa-

tion hut are not hias.ed toward our theoretical orientation.
Second, 37 scores have been accepted which were recorded by only
one coder.

Each of thes.e scores is. s.upported by sufficient documenta-

tion to justify its acceptance. As careful as the coders were in performing their task, some items happened to elude them. This may have been
partially the result

of the numerous reports contained in most of the

cas.e record folders.

For example, some very brief comments were over-

looked and in some cases one or more siblings were active with the court
at one time or another.

The case record files are kept on families, not

on individuals, thus sometimes it became difficult to decipher information from one brother to another.
Finally, as. s.tated earlier, one case (individual questionnaire
number 27, see Table 2-3) .was only scored by one coder.

Information from
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this case was included after imposing a methodological adjustment.

It

was decided to exclude a percentage of scores equal to the percentage
of scores disagreed upon by the two coders (15.7 percent).

Thus three

scores were randomly excluded from the total of the 21 scored items.
Table 2-3 also permits us. to review the amount of acceptable
scores for each questionnaire i.tern. Very few, if any, acceptable scores
are reported for questionnaire items 14, 15, 18, 21, 22, 24, 26, 27, 30,
89, 90 1 91, 95, 96, 112 and 116,
data analysis.

These items. are excluded from our

Originally, a decision was made to reject any item

which has less than a 40 percent rate of acceptable respons.es.

The

remaining 24 questionnaire items have a range of 12 (44.4 percent)to
(_88. 8 percent} accepted responses.

24

There is an average of 18. 25 (6 7. 6

percent) responses for items. considered for inclusion in the data
analysis.•
The Juvenile Court records als:o contain valuable qualitative data.
This qualitative data provides an additional tool in the analysis of
delinquency.

For example, there is an advantage in the us.e of inter-

view data and documents, according to S. K. Weinberg (1960)

1

since they

may reveal a series of related events which describe social processes.
Howard S. Becker in the "Introduction" to Shaw's. The Jack-Roller, A
Delinquent Boy's OWn Story also advocates the use of the life his.tory as
an appropriate method for the analysis. of social process.

The use of

the Court records should expand the scope of our study by possibly linking a number of variables and hypotheses which may reveal social process.

For example, the Institute of Juvenile Research mainly accounts

for present and more recent events in the respondentt.s life and provides

.,

TABLE• 2 - 3

AGREEMENTS, DISAGREEMENTS, AND COMPROMISES REACHED BY TWO CODERS ON QUESTI.ONNAI.'RE

ITEMS FOR 2 7 JlNENILE COURT CASES

Questionnaire
Items

Individual Questionnaires
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14
15
16
18
20

X

X

8
X X X
XXX
XX6t
X
$X

26

X

27
30

69

55
56
65

66
68
69
71

Qt

X

8

24

32

X
X

C

X

XX
X
X X

XXX
X

X

X

8

X
X~

al .8 6

X

22
7
15
2

X

:o

XX

3
1

X

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxooxxx

21
22

53
54

X

0

Number of
Accepted Scores

fl

1
8
1
0
5

X X X XXX
0
XX
XXX
XX
XXXCXX
XX8X
XX
X XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
fiJXf!l
BXX
X
XX
XXXXXXXXXXXXX
XC X cxxooxxxxxxxxoxxxcxxxxx
XXX
cxxxoc xxxxxcccxxcxxxxx

19

XX

17
21
16
16
21

XX8X
XX
X

XX

xxox

~xxox

X
X
XX

xxxoxooxxxxxxxx
xxxoxooxxxxxxxxx

X XXXOXOOXXXXXXOXX
X XXXOXOOXXXXXXXXX
OXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

24

21
23
24

(jl
(jl

.......
TABLE 2-3 (cont.)

Questionnaire
Items

72
74

75
88
89
90
91
92

95
96
110

112
114
116

120
123
125
132
Self-Image

Individual Questionnaires
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

XX8
XX

xxooxxxxxxxxxxxxxoooxx
X
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXOXX
X
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
X X
0
X XX8X
XX
XXXXX
X X
OXX
XXX
X
XXX
OOXX
XXX
X
XXX
0
X
X
X
0
XX
XXXX0
x8XX9XXXX
X X XX
X
8
X
X
xxxx
X
0
X X X
X
xxxxxxxoo
xxxxxo
xxoxoo
If
ooxxoxxxoox
X X0 X0 0
xxxxoxoxoxo
0 X
xoxxx
0 X
X
X
XX
XX8X8XX89XXXXXX
OX X
XX8
X
X
X 8XXX8
XX
XXX
XX8
X
X bOXX
XXO
XX
XOX
X
8.8
XX
I X8
X0
X X
X
X0
X X
X
X
OXXX
XXX
XX
XIJ
X

..

X = Agreement by both coders.
C
8

= Compromise.
= Item scored

by one coder and accepted due to sufficient documentation.

0 = Item scored differently by two coders and where no compromise is made.

Number of
Accepted Scores

20
20
21
14
9
9
3

19
4
9

16
9

12
3

22
16
12
12
15

(J:\·
-...]
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minimal information on events. which occurred earlier in his. life,

The

court data, on the other hand, does account for events. which occurred
earlier in the lives of i_ts wards.

However, the Ins.titutets data con-

tent will be more uniform than the Courtts.
The analysis of quali.tative data, such as that found in the
Juvenile Court's case records, has a long history in the study of juvenile delinquency.

Burt (19251 and Shaw (_1930, 1931) helped popularize

the life history document, which was a detailed autobiography.

How-

ever, the volume of information neces.sary for the life history document,
places a severe limit on the number of individual cases to be used for a
study.

More recently, Martin, Fi.tzpatrick and Gould (19701 have modi-

fied the case history approach to include the interaction of sociological and psychological variables.

Robins (1966: 1351, for example,

researched the childhood behavioral history of adults. through a review
of records from child guidance clinics, the police and from the Juvenile Court.

Results of this. study will thus be bas.ed on two types. of information, one quantitative and the other qualitative.

The multi-method

approach is supported by some social researchers.

For example, Sieber

(1973) s.tates that a methodology which utilizes both survey research
and fieldwork techniques. may be superior to reliance on only one method
or the other.

Sieber suggests that fieldwork aids survey research as

follows: first, fieldwork offers. an advantage for exploratory research.
Second, it helps build a rapport with. the respondent and pave the way
for a more receptive atmos.phere.
tion of hypotheses and theory.

Third, it is an aid in the formulaFourth, it may be used to construct
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indices.

Fifth, it may serve to validate statistical indices.

it may clear up ambiguous findings. from survey research.

Finally,

Webb, et al.

(1973: 174-75) suggest that the best tests of hypothes.es. are made from

more than one source of data.

They state that the researcher's prob-

lem is. not to choose one method, hut rather to choose which methods
shall be used.

Glass.er and Strauss (19681 als.o recommend the use of

both quantitative and qualitative data in the generation of their brand
of "grounded theory."
Qualitative information from the Court case records is. utilized
in this study to support and supplement the statistical analysis.

In

the following chapters. related to the analys.is of the data, qualitative
data is presented in narrative form to jus.tify the selection of quantitative scores for Court cas.es.

Qualitative data is also used to probe

deeper into causal relationships.

For example, in the analysis of the

hays' relationships with their fathers, we are not just able to reach
the conclusion that the relatLonships. are positive or negative.

We are

als.o able to penetrate into the details of the factors which govern the
quality of the relati.ons.hips..

Thus r a deeper ins.ight and understanding

of the causal factors which may account for delinquent behavior is
revealed.

Unfortunately, qualitative data does not exist on the control

group and w.e are not ahle to probe deeper into the reasons for their
relatively lower participation in serious delinquent acts.
We w.ill follow a multi-variable approach due to the number of
variables.. necessary to tes.t our hypotheses.• ·

This. approach. also opens

the possibility that no one theory, but rather a combination of factors
from tw.o or more theories best explain the caus.e of delinquency.

The
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use of a multi-variable approach, as we suggest, is strongly supported
by Gold (1963: 187).

Gold states that the combination of many factors

occurring simultaneously is essential if we are to understand the
causes of delinquent behavior.

Johnson and Silverman (1975: 16) advo-

cate the application of the multi-variable approach to the study of
middle-class delinquency.
• • • the relevant explanatory variables may vary in different
cases, and that in addition simply to identifying relevant variables, it is essential to look at the specific configuration of
variables as they impinge upon the individual. Both the specific
set of variables and their interaction are important to any
explanatory mode.
(Johnson and Silverman, 1975: 17)
An appropriate method of quantitative analysis to determine dif-

ference, if any, among many variables between two groups, as represented
in this study, is that of discriminant analysis.

One use of discrimi-

nant analysis is, according to Kerlinger (1973: 650), "

to study

the relations among variables in different populations and samples."
In order for us to make proper use of discriminant analysis a few data
requirements are necessary (see below) , due to the combination of two
data sources.
Ideally, discriminant analysis requires a total population size
which is at least two, and preferably, three times larger than the
total number of variables (Tatsuoka, 1970: 38).

The Institute for

Juvenile Research data contains 50 cases (controls) for our study.

The

Juvenile Court archives provide 27 cases of delinquents (experimental
group).

Since there are only 24 variables and a total population of 77,

we fall into the ideal proportion of a population at least three times
the size of the number of variables.
a second ideal:

We also meet the requirements of

the smallest group should have at least as many
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cases as the number of variables.
Available data permits an empiri.cal test of three theories, control, differential association and containment.

Hypotheses, presented

in the null form, are put to test through an analysis of quantitative
data gathered from the delinquent and control groups.

Acceptance of a

hypothesis is dependent on meeting specific requirements.
standard score for Gamma

(~

First, a

s.corel at the 5 percent level must reveal

that there is no significant difference between the two research groups.
second, gamma, a measure of as.s:ociation, is used for two reasons.
Through knowledge of the rankings. of one variable against another in a
bivariate relationship, gamma scores
errors whi.ch are eliminated.

indicate the amount of guessing

The sign (positive or negative} is also

important, since it signifies whether the relationship between two
variables is direct or inverse.

Thus, the sign's direction may support

or reject the direction of the theoretical formulation.

Conclusion
Class based theories. have dominated the literature on juvenile
delinquency.

Until more recently, official data clearly indicated that

delinquency was over represented in inner city areas.

Since relatively

higher rates of delinquency were found in the inner city, it became the
focus of the social scientist.

Resulting theories of delinquency became

dominated by themes of s.ocioeconomic causation.

However, the advent of

s.elf-reported, delinquency studies and more recent official data brought
about the revelation that delinquency is wide-spread throughoutour
society and is not restri.cted to a few ecological areas..
This study is influenced by the fact that middle-class, suburban
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delinquency is a problematic issue for the communities involved and for
class based theories.

Middle-class delinquency opens serious questions

about class based theory.

The classed based theories do not explain

middle-class delinquency nor do they explain the fact that most youth
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are not delinquent.

In this

respect our study selected three theoretical orientations (control,
containment and differential association) which are not class based and
have revealed some evidence of empirical support in previous studies.
These theories which complement one another also account for the major
social groups encountered by adolescents, i.e., the family, school and
peer group.

It is believed that the empirical analysis will support

these theories and that we will gain some understanding of a general
process of delinquency.

We also envision the possibility that the

degree of strength of a youth's attachment and self-identity to his
family, for example, will influence his degree of attachment and selfidentity associated with the school and peer group.
Empirical data used to test the series of hypotheses associated
with control and containment theories is obtained from the Institute
for Juvenile Research and the Juvenile Court of Cook County.

The

I.J.R. conducted a quantitative survey on Illinois youth in 1972.
This survey contains a sufficient number of cases of white, middle-class,
suburban boys, thus the data can be us.ed to test our hypotheses.

The

Juvenile Court data is collectable from case records, and although it is
qualitative, the court data can be coded onto the I.J.R. questionnaire.
Thus, the data from both sources can be analyzed from a single instrument.

Two groups, controls and delinquents, then will be classified
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FIGURE 2-1
LIMITATIONS OF THE TWO DATA SOURCES

Juvenile Court Case Records

Institute for Juvenile
Research Survey Data

1. Small number of youth
(n = 27) included in
experimental group

1. Small number of youth
(n = 50) included in
control group

2. There is a difference
of three to four years
in the collection of
data for both sources
of information

2. There is a difference
of three to four years
in the collection of
data for both sources
of information

3. Possible effects of
labeling and bias by
recorders' of information

3. Unable to identify
socioeconomic status
of one-parent families
headed by the mother

4. Possible errcrs in the
coding of qualitative
information onto a
quantitative instrument
5. Information on key
variables missing from
some cases
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from this data for analysis, through the statistical technique of discriminant analysis.
Finally, there are some important limitations of the data that
are necess.ary to qualify hefore proceeding to their analysis
(Figure 2-l).

First, the size of both research groups is small and

there is a three to four year gap between the collection of data for
the

I .J. R.

study and Court records..

Second, in the one-parent families

headed by females contained in the I. J. R. s.tudy, it is not possible to
determine socioeconomic status.

Third, the Court data may be affected

by labeling and the bias of the recorders of the information, there may
be coding errors in the trans.fer of information from the Court records
to the questionnaire, and important information is not contained in some
case reports.

Thus, any significant differences between the two groups

cannot be considered as. abs.olute.

It should be clear that there is no

intention to misrepres.ent this data.

H:owever, as we shall discover

there are some significant differences. between the two groups which do
not seem to be accounted for by chance, hut rather seem to be the result
of s.ocial situations.

CHAPTER III
INVOLVEMENT OF MIDDLE-CLASS, SUBURBAN BOYS
IN DELINQUENT ACTIVITIES
Just what is the involvement of white, middle-class suburban boys
in delinquent behavior?

If class-bias theories of delinquency are

taken into consideration, we would expect middle-class boys to have a
relatively low involvement in delinquency when compared to boys of
lower socioeconomic status.

Middle-class boys are not blocked from

access to the opportunity structure, and thus encounter fewer factors
which may influence deviant behavior.

However, we have seen

in an

earlier chapter, that studies on self-reported delinquency and official
data do not support this reasoning.

Middle-class boys are involved in

a fair amount of delinquency.
There have also been a number of studies on middle-class delinquency which state that the types of offenses differ according to
social class.
Scott andVaz

As stated earlier, Schulman (1949), Chilton (1967),
(1970) contend that middle-class youth are more likely

to engage in hedonistic types of illegal behavior than youth from lower
categories of socioeconomic status.

More speci.fically, middle-class

hedonism includes: traffic violations, drinking, sex, mischief and
vandalism.

For the purpose of this study, chemical substance abuses

other than alcohol are also included due to their widespread use for
more than a decade.

However, according to the literature, it is

expected that middle-class youth are less likely to participate in
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non-hedonistic delinquency, i.e., violent and theft types of behavior.
For example, Chilton (1967) states that he would not expect middleclass youth to engage in theft types of offenses.

Scott and Vaz ·(1963)

and Vaz (1967) would expect middle-class youth to have very limited
involvement in crimes against persons.

On the other hand, youth of

lower socioeconomic status would most likely engage in non-hedonistic
types of delinquent behavior.

Although the literature on this subject

was published more than a decade ago, it is lacking in empirical support or rejection. Our study will investigate this matter.
One explanation concerning the differences in specific offense
types committed by middle-class and lower-class youth is related to
class bias theories of delinquency.

For example, Cohen (1955), Cloward

and Ohlin (1960), and Short and Strodtbeck (1965) maintain that, in
general, there are few differences in societal values and goals held by
members of all social classes.

However, lower-class youth are most

likely to be blocked from the legitimate means to the societal goals of
economic success.

According to Cohen, the inability of lower-class

boys to achieve success as defined by the middle-class may lead to a
state of status frustration.

Some lower-class boys, feeling rejected

by middle class society, may find support and status within the delinquent subculture

by rebelling against his rejectors.

The subculture

provides status to its members through such group norms as physical
aggressiveness and the violation of property rights.

In es.sence, they

reverse some important middle-class standards of behavior.
Cloward and Ohlin (1960) also contend that many lower-class
youth are frustrated due to their inability to gain access to the
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legitimate means of societal goals.

Without legitimate access to the

means, lower-class boys may opt for illegitimate means toward their
success goals.

Accordingly, lower-class boys may join criminal (theft

oriented) or conflict (violence-oriented) subcultures in the search for
the succes.s goal, which they have not abandoned.

Cloward and Ohlin

also state that middle-class delinquency is generally hedonistic.
Short and Strodtbeck (1965) found that gang boys, and non-gang
boys from the lower-class and the middle-class had similar values.
This was true of both black and white boys.

However, non-middle-class

boys were more likely to define deviance in a different manner than
middle-class boys.
A theoretical perspective on middle-class delinquency and specific offense outcomes. was advanced by Scott and Vaz (1963).

Their

study, similar to the above mentioned theories related to the lowerclass, focuses upon middle-class values and the adolescent peer group.
However, their emphasis is different; it relies on a few features
which the authors suggest are particular to the middle-class.

First,

the transition period between childhood and adulthood is much longer
for middle-class adolescents than for their lower-class peers.

Scott

and Vaz reason that middle-class youth are more likely to be kept out
of the employment market and from enj_oying adult status for a longer
period of time, since they are more likely to attend college.

Second,

decision-making in the middle-class family has become a joint process
involving parents and children.
archical control.

This process was formally under patri-

In addition, the family has become more permissive,

and academic standards have been lowered.
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According to Scott and Vaz (1963) , the longer transition period
from childhood to adulthood for middle-class youth, and changs.in the
family and school have resulted in the emergence of an adolescent peer
culture.

Relaxed academic standards have provided additional leisure

time, and the family is not able to provide all of the socialization
functions necessary for adolescents in our complex society.
peer culture fills the void.

Thus, the

It is within the peer culture that

middle-class adolescents learn adult roles (this is discussed in
greater detail in Chapter VI.
The peer culture also establishes its own set of moral standards,
which includes acceptable types of deviant behavior.

It appears that

the types of deviant behavior which are acceptable to the middle-class
peer culture reflect those of adult, middle-class hedonistic activities, i.e. , automobiles, alcohol and s,ex.

Violent offenses or robbery,

on the other hand, would not be considered acceptable to the middleclass peer culture.

Scott and Vaz (1963} emphasize that the illegal

behavior of middle-class youth occurs as a result of the over-all peer
culture.

They do not fors,ee separate deviant peer groups among the

middle-class similar to lower-clas.s delinquent gangs.
This chapter will examine the nature of white suburban middleclass delinquency among boys and their involvement in the juvenile
justice system.

In the first section, data from the Institute for

Juvenile Research is used to compare participation in hedonistic and
non-hedonistic offenses by boys in our middle-class control group, and
non-middle-class boys from suburbia and the City of Chicago.
there is a detailed overview of hedonistic and non-hedonistic

Second,
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offenses.

Finally, the participation of delinquents and controls in

delinquency and the juvenile justice system are compared.
A cross-class comparison of participation in hedonistic and nonhedonistic offenses is possible through data used in the Institute for
Juvenile Research, "Youth in Illinois" study.

The I.J.R. questionnaire

lists 31 self-reported items related to illegal behavior.
items, 18 are hedonistic and 11 are non-hedonistic.

Of these

The hedonistic

offenses include: 10 items related to drug and alcohol use, 3 items
involving traffic violations, two items on gambling, and one item each
involving the placing of an anonymous phone call, vandalism and the
stripping of automobiles. _We designated the latter two offenses as
hedoni.stic, since they fall under this category in the literature on
middle-class delinquency (England, 1960).
to non-hedonistic offenses.

There are 11 items related

Five of the non-hedonistic offenses are

related to theft, 5 are related to offenses against persons and one
involves the sale of drugs.

There are also two status offenses, run-

ning away from home and truancy, which fall into neither category.

Or

at least, the literature on middle-class delinquency does not mention
them as hedonistic or non-hedonistic.
Tables 3-1 and 3-2 reveal positive responses to the commission
of hedonistic and non-hedonistic offenses for three groups defined by
socioeconomic status and location.

Suburban middle-class boys (our

control group) are compared to two other groups of 14-16 year old
white boys whose fathers have less than a college education, are
neither employed in professional or managerial occupations, and are
not necessarily employed.

These latter two groups are designated as
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non-middle class and categorized according to suburban or City of
Chicago residence.

Each youth is also categorized according to the

number of different types of hedonistic acts in which he has participated.

The absolute number of times a boy has participated in a par-

ticular act cannot be determined from the data.

(There are too few

middle-class, white boys from Chicago in the sample to be used in a
comparison.)
All three groups represented in Table 3-1 participated in a considerable amount of hedonistic behavior.

For example, 48 per cent of

the suburban middle-class controls, 57 per cent of the non-middleclass suburban boys, and 45 per cent of the Chicago non-middle-class
boys reported that they committed four or more different types of
hedonistic offenses.

An application of a t-test at the .05 level of

confidence reveals no significant difference in the commission of
hedonistic offenses when comparing the suburban middle-class boys with
the two non-middle-class samples.

A measure of variance test between

controls and suburban non-middle-class boys results in no significant
difference.

In a similar fashion, the test of variance between the

suburban middle-class boys and non-middle-class Chicago boys also
reveals no significant difference.

Results of our study reveal that

participation in hedonistic behavior is not significantly related to
socioeconomic status or metropolitan location for white boys.
Table 3-2 reveals the participation of white boys from different
socioeconomic levels and locations in non-hedonistic offenses.

Again

all three groups reported considerable involvement in non-hedonistic
delinquency.

For example, 50.0 per cent of the suburban middle-class
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TABLE 3-1

POSITIVE RESPONSES TO HEDONIS.TIC OFFENSES

Number of
Different Types
of Specific
offenses
Committed
None
1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

White
Suburban MiddleClass Boys
Number Per Cent

White
Suburban NonMiddle-Class
Boys
Number Per Cent

White
Chicago Non-MiddleClass Boys
Number

Per Cent

(12. 0)

6

( 5. 2)

3

(10. 0)

11

( 9.6)

12

( 7. 5)
(30. 0)

6
9

(12. 0)

16
16

(13.9)

4
3

(10. 0)
( 7.5)

6

(12.0)
(14.0)

17
17
7
5
5
4

(13.8)

2
3
3
2
3

(
(
(
(

1

2

( 2. 5)
( 5. 0)

2

( 5. 0)

40

(100%)

6
5

7
1
4

2
2
2

(18.0)

(
(
(
(
(

2. 0)
8. 0)
4. 0)
4. 0)
4. 0)

12

3
3
2

(13.9)

(14.8)
( 6.1)
( 4. 3)

( 4.3)

( 3.5)
( 2.6)

15

16

( 7.5)

( 2. 6)

( 1. 7)

13

14

5. 0)
7. 5)
7. 5)
5. 0)

1
1
1

0.9)
0.9)

115

(100%)

o. 9)

17
18

N =
M =

50
3.82

(100%)

4.60

4.08

Suburban middle-class boys compared with suburban non-middleclass boys: t = 1.40 ~2.120 (not significant).

boys:

Suburban middle-class boys compared with Chicago non-middle-class
t = 1.12 ~2.160 (not significant).
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TABLE 3-2
POSITIVE RESPONSES TO NON-HEDONISTIC OFFENSES
Number of
Different Types
of Specific
Offenses
Co:rmnitted

White
Suburban MiddleClass Boys
Number Per Cent

White
Suburban NonMiddle-Class
Bozs
Number Per Cent

White
Chicago Non-MiddleClass Boys
Number

Per Cent

None

6

( 12. 0)

14

(12.2)

8

(20. 0)

1

8

(16. 0)

15

(13.0)

5

(12.5)

2

11

(22.0)

15

(13.0)

4

(10. 0)

3

11

(22.0)

25

(21. 7)

5

( 12. 5)

4

6

(12.0)

14

(12.2)

8

(20.0)

5

4

8. 0)

9

7.8)

3

7.5)

6

2

4.0)

3

2. 6)

2

5. 0)

5

4.3)

2

5.0)

7
8

1

2. 0)

4

3. 5)

9

1

2. 0)

3

2. 6)

1

2.5)

10

5

4.3)

1

2. 5)

11

3

2. 6)

1

2.5)

(99.8%)*

40

(100%)

N =
M=

50
2.72

(100%)

115
3.62

3.28

Suburban middle-class boys compared with suburban non-middleclass boys:
t = 1. 63 <2. 201 (not significant) •
Suburban middle-class boys compared with Chicago non-middleclass boys:
t = 1. 38 <2. 201 (not significant) •
*Rounding error.
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boys, and 61~7 per cent of the suburban non-middle-class and 57.5 per
cent of the Chicago boys admitted participating in three or more different types of offenses which are classified as non-hedonistic. · There
was no statistically significant difference in variance between the
middle-class suburban boys when compared to either of the two nonmiddle-class groups.

A comparis·on of the suburban middle-class boys

with suburban non-middle-class boys implies no significant difference
at the .05 level of confidence.

Similarly, there is no significant

difference in the comparis.on of controls with Chicago non-middle-class
boys.

Thus, the participation of white boys in hedonistic or non-

hedonistic styles of delinquent behavior does not significantly vary
according to the variables of socioeconomic status or by metropolitan
location.
We have already seen that most, 88.0 per cent, of our controls
reported that they engaged in one or more different types of hedonistic offens.es.

They participated in a mean of 3. 82 different types of

hedonistic offenses.

Similarly, 88.0 per cent engaged in one or more

types of non-hedonistic offenses with a mean of 2.72.

In this section

we will examine the amount of participation by controls in each type
of

self-reported hedonistic and non-hedonistic activity through a

series of sub-categories.

Hedonis.tic sub-categories are; alcohol us.e,

non-alcohol drug use, automobile offenses, the placement of anonymous
phone calls and gambling.

Non-hedonistic offenses are classified as

theft, violence and the illegal sale of drugs.

This will provide a

detailed account of participation levels for specific offens.es.
Self-reports reveal that most of the controls have had some
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involvement with alcohol (Table 3-3).

As illustrated, 72.0 per cent

of these youths drank alcoholic beverages with the consent of their
parents.

Also, 44.0 per cent reported drinking alcohol without

parental permission.

Not only have many of the youth tried alcohol at

least once, but 34.0 per cent admitted that they drank to the state of
intoxication. Only two respondents admitted to the purchase of alcoholic beverages.

Not only were many of the controls involved in some

form of alcohol use, but 8.0 per cent drank "often" with parental permission and 8.0 per cent drank "often" without parental permission.
Also 6. 0 per cent claimed that they ''often" became intoxicated.
Although the use of alcohol by the controls is fairly common, few
admitted usage of other drugs.

About 12 per cent of the controls

reported use of marijuana or hashish and one youth reported use of a
psychedelic.
"often."

None of the controls reported use of any of these drugs

None of the controls reported use of amphetamines, barbitu-

ates or heroin.

Some controls engaged in experimentation with a few

of the drugs, while none reveal heavy use of them.

The wide use of

alcohol and the more limited use of other drugs is likely a reflection
of hedonistic behavior within adult society.
The lure of the automobile also results. in a considerable amount
of hedonistic behavior.

Thirty per cent of the controls reported

operation of an automobile without a drivers' license or permit
(Table 3-3}.

In the same respect 22.0 per cent admitted driving a car

"too fast or recklessly."

The popularity and status of automobiles is

strongly reflected in their misuse by the respondents.

However, this

misuse is most likely to be in the form of self-indulgence and thrills

TABLE 3-3
SELF REPORTS OF PARTICIPATION IN HEDONISTIC OFFENSES BY CONTROLS
Type of Behavior
or Offense

Once or Twice
No. Per Cent

A Few Times
No. Per Cent

(28. 0)

14

(28. 0)

18

(36. 0)

4

( 8. 0)

(56. 0)
(96. 0)
(66. 0)

5
1
7

(10.0)
( 2. 0)
(14. 0)

13

< a. o)
( o. 0)

1
3
0
0

( 2 .1)
( 6.3)
( o. 0)
( o. 0)

(26. 0)
( 2. 0)
(14.0)
( 2 .1)
( 6. 3)
( o. 0)
( 2 .1)

4
0
3

(95. 8)
(87.5)
(100.0)
(97. 9)

1
7
1
3
0
1

0
0
0
0

( 6.0)
( o. 0)
( 0.0)
( o. 0)
( o. 0)

48

(100.0)

0

( o. 0)

0

<

a. o>

0

<

48

(100.0)

0

( 0. 0)

0

( o. 0)

0

( o. 0)

34

(68.0)

10

(20. 0)

6

(12.0)

a

t

a. o)

48

(96. 0)

2

( 4. 0)

0

( 0 • 0)

0

(

o. 0)

No.

Never
Per Cent

14
28
48
33
46
42
48
47

Often
No. Per Cent

Alcohol/Drugs:
Drank Beer, Wine or Liquor
with Parents Permission
Drank Beer, Wine or Liquor
Without Parents Permission
Bought Beer, Wine or Liquor
Drank Enough to Get Drunk
Used Glue/Gas/Other Inhalants
Used Marijuana or Hashish
Used Heroin
Used LSD/Mescaline/Other Psychedelics
Used Downers/Barbituates (without
Prescriptions
Used Methedrine (speed)/Other Uppers/
Amphetamines (without Prescription)
vandalism:
Deliberately Damaged Private/Public
Property

a. a>

Auto Violations:
Stripped Cars of Parts. to use
or Sell

00
tTl

TABLE 3-3
SELF REPORTS OF PARTICIPATION IN HEDONISTIC OFFENSES BY CONTROLS
(continued)
Type of Behavior
or Offense

Never
Per Cent

Drove Without a Driver's
License or Permit

35

(70. 0)

7

(14.0)

4

( B. 0)

4

( B.O)

Rode Around in Stolen
Car Just for the Ride

4B

(96.0)

2

( 4.0)

0

( 0.0)

0

( 0. 0)

Drove Too Fast or
Recklessley

39

(7B. 0)

4

( B. 0)

6

( 12. 0)

1

( 2. 0)

17

(34. 0)

13

(26.0)

16

(32.0)

4

( B. 0)

Placed a Bet with a
Gambler on a Professional Sporting Event

42

(B4.0)

4

( B.O)

3

( 6. 0)

1

( 2. 0)

Placed a Bet with a
Gambler on a Numbers
Game, etc.

44

(BB. 0)

6

(12.0)

0

( 0.0)

0

( 0.0)

-

Once or Twice
No. Per Cent

A Few Times
No. Per Cent

Often
No. Per Cent

No.

Auto Violations:

Anonymous Phone Call:

Made an Anonymous
Phone Call Just to
Annoy Someone
Gambling_:

00
(:1)
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(driving without a license and violating traffic laws) rather than
riding in a stolen auto.
stolen automobile.

Only two youth admitted to be riders in a

Two youth also reported they "stripped" someone's

car of parts to use or sell.
Almost one-third, 32.0 per cent, of the controls engaged in the
act of vandalism.

Whereas, 20.0 per cent reported they committed an

act of vandalism "once or twice," and 12.0 per cent committed it a
"few times;" none claimed they were involved "often."

While many of

the controls participated in vandalism, such participation was
generally infrequent.
The final types of hedonistic behavior to be reviewed are anonymous phone calls and gambling.

Two-thirds of the controls were

involved in the placing of anonymous phone calls.

This seems to be a

fairly popular activity since 32 per cent reported making anonymous
calls "a few times" and 8 per cent were involved "often."

This is

generally a mischievous type of activity (although the seriousness of
the calls is not reflected in the data}, thus, it is classified as
hedonistic behavior.

Controls also engaged in gambling to some degree.

Sixteen per cent placed bets on professional sporting events, and 12
per cent placed bets on other types of gambling activities.
Self reported data by our control group clearly demonstrates that
white, suburban, middle-class boys actively participate in hedonistic
types of delinquency.
on the subject.

This gives further support to previous research

We particularly observed that these boys are most

likely to participate in drinking activities, automobile related
violations, placement of anonymous phone calls and vandaliS!II .. However,
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it should be noted that very few of the youth reported that they
engaged in any particular act "often."

There tends to be considerable

experimentation with hedonistic behavior, but little commitment to any
particular offense.
Participation in non-hedonistic offenses against property
(Table 3-4) by controls is just as prevalent as hedonistic activities.
The majority, 62 per cent, of the sample reported taking less expensive
items from their homes or a school.

Self reports also reveal that 46

pe:oc cent of the boys stole small items from stores.

However, there

were very few who engaged in these petty thefts "often."
involvement in more serious types of theft is very small.

Reported
For example,

only 6 per cent admitted to the theft of items with a value of twenty
dollars or more and these respondents participated only "once or
twice."

Also 6 per cent engaged in the act of burglary, and none com-

mitted the act "often."

Thus, for the most part involvement by non-

delinquents in property offenses is petty and few participate in any
one act more than "a few times."

It is, however, interesting that

nearly half of the sample (46.0 per cent) reported possessing property
which they know was stolen.
"once or twice."

Again, almost all committed this act only

It would be more interesting if there had been

information on this last item, such as the value of the stolen property.
Offenses against persons represent the least likely type of
delinquent behavior expected by the non-delinquent controls.

However,

the controls did indicate some participation in violent behavior.
example {Table 3-4) 60 per cent admitted participation in a "fist

For

TABLE .3-4
SELF REPORTS OF PARTICIPATION IN NON-HEDONISTIC OFFENSES BY CONTROLS

No.

Never
Per Cent

19

(38. 0)

20

(40. 0)

9

(18.0)

2

( 4. 0)

27

(54. 0)

18

(36. 0)

4

<

a. o>

1

( 2. 0)

47

(94. 0)

3

)

0

(_ o. 0}

Q

c o. 0)

Specific Offense
Theft:
Takes Little Things Without
Permission from Home or School
Takes Something Small from a Store
Took at Least $20.00 or Something
Worth at Least $20 that Did not
Belong to Youth

Once or Twice
No. Per Cent

6. 0_)

A Few Times
No. Per Cent

No.

Often
Per Cent

())

Kept or Used Something Youth
Knew Had Been Stolen

27

(54.0)_

21

(42. 0)

2

( 4. 0)

0

( 0.0)_

Broke into Someone's Home or a
Store, in order to Steal Something

47

(94. 0)

2

(_ 4.0)

1

(_ 2.0)

0

<

47

(97.9)

0

( 0. 0)

1

( 2 .1)

0

( o. 0)

Had a Fist Fight

20

(40. 0)

23

(46. 0)

5

(10. 0)

2

( 4. 0)

Took Pazt in a Gang Fight
Carried Weapon (Gun, Knife,
Razor, etc. ) i f Needed to
Use Against Another Person

44

(89.8)

5

(10.2)

0

( 0.0)_

0

( 0.0)

38

(76. 0)

9

(18. 0)

1

( 2. 0)

2

( 4. 0)

in a Fight (Brick,
or Anything Else)

50

(100.0)

0

( o. 0)

0

{ o. 0)

0

(. 0.0)

Threatened Force
from Another Person

48

(96. 0)

2

(_ 4. 0)

0

(_ 0.0)

0

( 0.0)

Sale of Dru2s:
Sold Drugs (except Alcohol)

1.0

a. o)

Violence:

Used a Weapon
Knife, Razor
Used Force or
to Get Money
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fight," and 4 per cent responded "often."

The seriousness of these

"fist fights" is impossible to determine from the data.

Also, 10.2

per cent of the controls reported participation in a gang fight "once
or twice."

Unfortunately, there are no further details, especially in

relation to the definition of a gang fight in suburban, middle-class
fashion.
It is interesting to note that 24 per cent of the non-delinquent
controls reported carrying a weapon for protection.

However, none

reported use of a weapon in a fight, and only 4.0 per cent admitted
using threats or force "once or twice" to obtain money from another
person.

Thus, engagement in offenses against persons by white-middle-

class controls is almost negligible.
There are a few infractions of the law, running away from horne
and truancy, which do not clearly fit under our hedonistic or nonhedonistic classifications.
or status offenses.

These acts are better known as victimless

They are, however, important to this study since

they represent a segment of illegal behavior.
In regard to contacts with the juvenile justice system only a
few controls were formally proces·sed.

The only substantial contact

with the juvenile justice system occurs through informal warnings from
the police.

Just over 40. per cent of the controls stated that they

had been warned by the police, when in fact "they had not done anything wrong."

Only one individual claimed that he was warned "often."

However, formal contacts with the juvenile justice system are rare.
For example, only 8 per cent

report~d

receiving a community adjustment

and there were no reports. of unofficial juvenile court hearings.

One
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youth did report that he appeared before a juvenile court "once or
twice" for an official hearing.

However, the questionnaires do not

account for court dispositions.
As reflected in the self reports, boys in our control group were
involved in a wide variety of deviant acts.

For example, under the

category of hedonistic acts, controls were most likely to engage in the
use of alcohol, authomobile violations, anonymous phone calls, gambling
and vandalism.

Controls also experimented with non-hedonistic offen-

ses, especially petty theft, possession of stolen goods, fist fighting,
and the carrying of weapons.

Finally, a number of controls committed

status offenses, i.e., run away from home and most notably, became
truant.

Although many of the controls reported that they engaged in

the above mentioned offenses, few individuals reported more than a few
occurrences of any particular type of offense.

I"t should also he noted

that the offenses which had the fewest participants are the more
serious ones, i.e., strong arm robbery, use of a weapon, burglary,
larceny of at least twenty dollars, auto theft and the stripping of
cars for parts, and the sale of drugs.

It is just as important to note

that there was some participation by controls in many of these most
serious acts.

Therefore, it may be stated with confidence that member-

ship in the middle-class and residence in suburbia is not by any means
a perfect insulator from delinquency.
The presumption that middle-class delinquency is enacted in
hedonistic rather than non-hedonistic types of behavior is not supported by the official reports from the delinquent group.

Table 3-5

clearly demonstrates. this fact with a presentation of court petitions
categorized by specific offenses.

Offenses which are conceivably
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TABLE 3-5
OFFICIAL ACCOUNT OF JUVENILE COURT PETITIONS FOR DELINQUENT YOUTH
CATEGORIZED BY SPECIFIC HEDONISTIC AND NON-HEDONISTIC OFFENSES

Specific Offense

Number of
Youth Petitioned*

Number
Petitions

Hedonistic:
Criminal Damage to Property
Criminal Tresspass to Vehicle
Delivery/Possession of Marijuana
Reckless Conduct
Disorderly Conduct

7

7
4
1
1

10
14
6
1
1

Non-Hedonistic:
Burglary
Theft
Robbery
Arson
Unlawful Use of Weapon
Intimidation
Rape/Deviate Sexual Assault
Battery/Aggravated Assault/
Attempted Murder
Other:

13
10
3

55**
14
3

2

2

3
1
1

4
1
3

6

9

2
2
3

2
2
3

(Status Offenses)

Runaway
Ungovernable
Truancy
Total

130

*Many of the youth. were petitioned for two or more different
types of specific offense.
**One boy was petitioned for 30 burglaries.
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indicative of hedonistic behavior (vandalism, criminal tresspass to
vehicle, delivery/possession of marijuana, reckless conduct and disorderly conduct), represent about one-fourth (24.6 per cent) of the
total number

of petitions.

It shQuld be noted that many of these

hedonistic offenses were very serious acts.

For example, the incident

of reckless conduct resulted in the death of one victim and serious
injuries to a few others.
A most important revelation of Table 3-5 is the involvement by
white middle-class, delinquent boys in serious non-hedonistic offenses
against property and persons.
cent of the petitions.

These offenses account for 70.0 per

In all there were 91 petitions for non-hedon-

istic offenses against property and persons (burglary, theft, robbery,
arson, unlawful use of weapons, intimidation, rape/deviate sexual
assault, and battery/aggravated assault/attempted murper).

Almost all

of these petitions against property and persons were very serious
incidents, and would probably be classified as felonies if they were
committed by adults.
Just as important is the fact that the 27 delinquent boys had a
total of 130 petitions, a median of 3 petitions.

One boy

was peti-

tioned for 30 burglaries, and six others have only one petition.

The

fact remains, the delinquent boys under investigation are deeply
involved in serious delinquent activities.
A further investigation into the illegal behavior of our delinquent group is illustrated in Table 3-6.

This table lists the

specific offenses under which the delinquents received community
adjustments.

A community adjustment implies that the police gave a
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TABLE 3-6
coMMUNITY ADJUSTMENTS FOR DELINQUENT YOUTH CATEGORIZED BY SPECIFIC
HEDONISTIC AND NON-HEDONISTIC OFFENSES

specific Offense

Number of
Youth Adjusted*

Number of
Adjustments

Hedonistic:
Criminal Damage to Property
Criminal Tresspass to Vehicle
Drug/Alcohol Violations
Mischief
Disturbance
Disorderly Conduct
Traffic Violation
Fireworks

13
2
9
4

1
8
3
5

21
4
9

12
1
10
3

5

Non-Hedonistic:
Theft
Other Property Offenses
Battery/Assault/Other
Offenses Against Persons

11
1

26
1

2

2

Other:
Runaway
Ungovernable
Truancy
Curfew
Tresspassing
Suspicious
Other
Total

6

7

1
1

1

5
2
2

4

1
6

2
2
7

120

*Many boys were community adjusted for two or more different
types of specific offense.
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warning to the boy and his parents for an alleged violation of the law.
The incident is recorded, but a referral is not made to the juvenile
court.

The 27 boys received a total of 120 community adjustments with

a median of three.

They also received a total of 250 court petitions

and community adjustments for an average of 9.3 (the median
recorded contacts with the juvenile justice system. 1

= 6)

Thus, the delin-

quent boys are not just random offenders unlucky enough to be apprehended once or twice. Their official records , petitions and community
adjustments, indicate a commitment to illegal activities.
Hedonistic behavior among the delinquent boys is more apparent
for offenses which are processed as community adjustments (Table 3-6)
than for those petitioned.

About

~

per cent of the community adjust-

ments are hedonistic, i.e., vandalism, criminal tresspass to vehicle,
drug/alcohol offenses, mischief, disturbance, disorderly conduct,
traffic violations and fireworks. Few details, if any, were provided on
most of the community adjustments.

It may appear that offenses which

are petitioned in the white middle-class suburbs are generally restricto non-hedonistic types of illegal acts: associated with inner-city

1An interesting comparison can be made with a study by Empey and
Lebuck (1973:21}. Their sample included boys from Los Angeles County
assigned to a private correctional institution and boys from Utah who
were placed in correctional institutions and boys from Utah County who
were processed by the Juvenile Court. The Los Angeles boys had an
average of 4.5 recorded offenses and the Utah sample had 6.2. Of
course, there may be different procedures and other factors which
influence the processing of Juveniles in Los Angeles County, Utah
County, the state of Utah and the north suburban area of Chicago (Cook
County}. But, the boys represented in our delinquent group do have a
higher average of recorded offenses (9.3) than the Los Angeles or Utah
sample.
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TABLE 3-·7

COMPARISON OF PARTICIPATION IN HEDONISTIC, NON-HEDONISTIC
AND STATUS OFFENSES BY DELINQUENTS
AND CONTROLS

offense

Number of
Delinquents Involved*
Number
Per Cent

Number of
Controls Involved**
Number
Per Cent

Hedonistic:
Criminal Damage to
Property

15

(55. 5)

16

(32.0)

7

(25. 9)

2

4. 0)

2

4. 0)

Auto Related Violations:
Criminal Tresspass to
Vehicle
Stripped Others Cars
Reckless Driving

3

( 11.1)

11

(22.0)

Drove Without License

2

( 7.4)

15

(30. 0)

8

(29.6)

Drank Without
Permission

22

(44. 0)

Bought Liquor

2

( 4. 0)

Drugs/Alcohol:
Delivery/Possession
of Marijuana

Other Drug/Alcohol
Violations
*Court petitions
**Self Reports

5

(18. 5)
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TABU'. 3-7

(continued)
offense

Number of
Delinquents Involved*
Number
Per Cent

Number of
Controls Involved**
Number
Per Cent

Non-Hedonistic
Offenses Against Persons:
Robbery

2

7. 4)

Strong-arm Robbery

1

3.7)

2

4. 0)

Unlawful Use of Weapon

3

(11.1)

0

o. 0)

Carried Weapon
Battery/Assault

12

(24. 0)

8

(29.6)

5

(10.2)

Small Things Taken
from Store

33

(46. 0)

Small Things Taken from
Home or School

31

(62.0)

3

6.0)

3

6.0)

23

(46.0)

Participated in
Gang Fight
Offenses Against Property:
Theft

14

(51. 8)

Theft of More than
$20.00

Burglary

16

(59 .3)

Kept or Used
Stolen Property
Sold Drugs

1

( 3.7)

1

( 2 .1)

6

(22.2)

5

(10. 0)

17

(63. 0)

17

(34.0)

Status Offenses:
Ran Away from Home
Truancy***

*Court petitions and community adjustments
**Self r.eoorts
***Includes school reports
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areas.

A comparison of the petitioned offenses (Table 3-5) and com-

munity adjusted offenses (Table 3-6) reveal this relationship.

How

ever, it is undeniable that the petitions represent the most serious
infractions, whereas community adjustments do not.

Thus, it is the

degree of seriousness, not the type of offense, which generally determines whether petitions or community adjustments are processed.
An

illustration of the various offenses committed by white sub-

urban middle-class boys is presented in Table 3-7.

This table compares

offenses documented in the official records of the delinquent group
with self reported activities of controls.
exacting.

This comparison is not

There are differences between official records and self

reported delinquency.

However, it represents the only method of corn-

paring the two groups.

The major interest of this comparison is that

it illustrates the variety of hedonistic and non-hedonistic offenses
committed by both groups.
White, middle-class delinquents and controls participated in
numerous hedonistic, non-hedonistic, and status offenses.

Both groups

also indicate considerable involvement in the sub-categories of our
major clas.sifications..

For example, delinquents and controls partici-

pate in hedonistic acts of vandalism, auto related violations, and
involvement with alcohol and drugs.

Both groups of boys also partici-

pated in a variety of non-hedonistic acts related to offenses. against
property· and persons.
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Conclusion
Data from our study does not support some sources found in the
literature which claim that delinquency among middle-class youth·is
either rare or non-existent.

Boys from both our delinquent and control

groups engaged in a considerable amount of illegal behavior.

The data

also rejects the contention that the types of offenses committed by
middle-class boys are predominantly hedonistic, and that they have
little involvement in theft and violent offenses compared to boys from
a lower socioeconomic status.

Controlling for age and race, controls

were compared with both suburban and city boys of lower than middleclass socioeconomic status.

Findings clearly demonstrate that there

are no statistically significant differences between the classes with
regard to participation in either hedonistic or non-hedonistic
offenses.

Socioeconomic status and metropolitan location do not seem

to influence the selection of specific offense categories, i.e., hedonistic or non-hedonistic. Official records of delinquent boys also
indicate they had considerable participation in both hedonistic and
non-hedonistic delinquent acts.
There is a difference in the seriousness of delinquent acts
between the control group and delinquents.

Although the offense

records of the delinquents are detailed, we caution that the self
reports of controls are not very detailed according to the seriousness
of the offenses.

Both groups engaged in many types of theft, however,

only 3 (6.0 per cent) of the controls reported participating in a
theft of $20.00 or more.

Each of these three boys stated that they

engaged in a theft of $20.00 or more only "once or twice."

Thus, the
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controls committed a maximum of six major thefts.

The delinquents were

petitioned for 72 types of theft (burglary, theft and robbery), almost
all of them were felonies.

Both groups also had their share of partic-

ipation in offenses against persons, but none of the controls and
three of the delinquents made use of weapons against others.

Unfor-

tunately, it is not possible to take the comparison of seriousness much
further due to lack of details about the controls.
A vast difference does exist between delinquents and controls
with regard to their involvment in the juvenile justice system.

Delin-

quents received a total of 120 community adjustments (an average of
4.4) and 130 court petitions (an average of 4.8).

The official records

clearly indicated that in general, the determining factor in making a
community adjustment or court petition, is the seriousness of the
offense.

Whereas, 42.0 per cent of the controls reported that they had

been warned by the police, only 8.0 per cent reported receiving a community adjustment.

Only one control reported being referred to a

juvenile court and that was "once or twice."

It is of interest that

three of the delinquents were committed to juvenile correctional
institutions.

There is the possibility that only one control could

have been committed to a correctional institution since only a juvenile
court in Illinois can make a commitment.

Also, two of the delinquents

were placed in psychiatric hospitals and three were placed in residential treatment centers.

The Institute for Juvenile Research data does

not provide this information for controls.

In summary, middle-class

boys do engage in a considerable amount of delinquency and the boys in
our delinquent group indicate a strong commitment to involvement in
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serious illegal acts.
Theories based on socioeconomic status do not explain middleclass delinquency.

As we have observed, both delinquents and controls

in this study exhibit a considerable amount of hedonistic and nonhedonistic delinquency.
opportunity structure.

Yet, these boys are not blocked from the
Thus, we will seek the possibility of a causal

relationship between delinquency and three non-class biased theories,
i.e., control, containment and differential association.

CHAPTER IV

THE FAMILY

Control theory is based upon the relationship between delinquency and the quality of the attachment (social bonds} of youth to
significant others who comprise their social environment.

Therefore

the quality of social bonds between a boy, in our case, and his
parents., school and peer group become major factors in determining
whether he becomes delinquent or not.

According to Hirschi (1969: 86}

a central variable for control theory is attachment to parents.

This

chapter is. devoted to an analysis of the attachments which delinquents
and controls have to their parents and their family situations.

The

following chapters address attachments to the school and adolescent
peer group.
Five variables will be examined to assess the quality of social
bonds between the boys of both research groups, and their mothers and
fathers.

The first variable is a measure of how well the boys. get

along with their parents.

A second variable assesses the level of com-

munication between the boys and their parents.

Third, is an indi-

cator of the boys' perceptions of how well they feel their parents
understand them.
parents• advice.

Fourth is the likelihood that the boys take their
The final variable measures the degree of identifica-

tion that the boys have with each parent.

Hirschi (19691 uses two

variables similar to our own in his work on control theory; intimacy
of communication with parents. and identification with parents.
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Father-son Relationships
Hypothesis I;

There is no difference in the quality of attachment to fathers. between delinquent boys and
controls

It often seems. that our society attributes the father with a
secondary role in the nurturing of children.

Earlier, we reviewed a

few s.tudies which suggested that the father does indeed play an
important role in the rearing of children.

Delinquents were more

likely to have distant relationships with their fathers.

Our study

provides. an added dimension to the father-s.on relationship.

The

fathers of both delinquent and control groups are college educated,
hold professional or managerial positions and are employed.

The

Court records also reveal that the families of the delinquent boys with
only a few exceptions were not experiencing economic difficulties.
Thus, the fathers are good economic providers.
As noted in Chapter 2, there are seven delinquent boys who do not
live with their fathers.

Nevertheless, the case records of these boys

contain informati.on regarding the father-s.on relationships.

Thus, the

father-son relationships of these boys are as likely to be coded as
those of the boys. who live with their fathers.
Attachment between father and s.on is most dramatically illustrated in Table 4-1. Delinquent boys. are much more likely to have poor
relationships with their fathers than controls..

Whereas 94 percent of

the controls report a positive relationship, i.e., get along

~·very

well" or ''fairly well,'' with their fathers, only 20.8 percent of the
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TABLE 4-1
HOW WELL THE BOYS GET ALONG
WI~H

How Respondent Gets
Along with Father

Delinquents:
Number
Percent

very Well
Fairly

THEIR FATHERS

~'Jell

Not Too Well
Not Well at All

Total

Controls
Number
Percent

3

(_12.5}

29

(58. 0)

2

( 8. 3}

18

( 36. 0)

8

(33.3)

2

( 4.0)

11

(45. 8)

1

2. 0)

24

(99. 9l *

50

(100.0)

*Rounding error.
G

-o.s5

z

= -6.08

(Significant at the .05 level}
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delinquents have a positive relationship.

Taking the negative rela-

tionships into account we find that 79.1 percent of the delinquent boys
get along with their fathers "not too well" or "not well at all."· On
the other hand, only 6.0 percent of the controls report a negative
relationship with their fathers.

I.t is also interesting to note that

the model scores. for delinquents. and controls are at opposite
extremes.

"Not well at all" is. recorded for 45.8 percent of the

delinquents, while 58.0 percent of the controls report a score of
"very well."

I.t is. apparent that controls are much. more likely, at a

statistically signi.ficant level, to have a positive relationship with
their fathers than are delinquents..

Brief examples. from the Juvenile

court records of these relationships. between delinquent boys and their
fathers are presented below:
Cas.e 1:

Youth is hostile to his. father and maintains a distant
and strained relationship with both parents. The
father admi.ts that he does not get along with his son.
Youth and father have "head on" battles. Boy may try
to embarrass father in order to gain attention.
(.Coded: "Not well at all." l

Cas.e 7:

The boy feels threatened and rejected by the father.
The father i.s. very strict and punitive to his son. The
father has, als~been physically abusive to his son and
has left some scars on the boy.
(Coded: "Not well at all.")

Case 24; Youth has a better, but not very good relationship with
the father than with the mother. The father spends
long hours at work and seldom sees his son. Due to the
father 1 s. frequent absence from the home and the placement of the boy in a hoarding school, the subject may
have feelings of rejection.
(Coded: "Not too well." 1
Case 26: The subject seems intimidated by his father. His attachment to the father is a pathological one; the father
wants the son to be dependent upon him (the fatherl.
But the father claims that the son will not confide in
him. The subject has surfaced a degree of latent
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anger against the father.
(Coded: "Not too well,")
These examples relate long standing relationships, not tempo;rary
or occasional situations.

As we ezamine the examples it became evi-

dent that many of the delinquents do not have a good relationship with
their fathers.

The situations which constitute the father-son rela-

tionship differ from boy to boy and do not leave a pattern.

A few of

the boys have distant relationships., some of them are strained, others
are ali.enated from or threatened or intimidated by their fathers.
There are also feelings. of rejection, and some fathers seldom see their
sons,

vfuatever the reason, .mos:t of the delinquent boys have not

developed strong or effective social honds with their fathers.
are, of course, exceptions. which will be mentioned later.

There

Other

indices of the father-son relationship follow.
Andry (19711 and Hirs.chi (.19691 stress the importance of communication between boys and their parents..

Although their measures, i.e. ,

wording of the questionnaire items, are somewhat different than our
own, we reach s:imi.lar conclusions.

Delinquent boys have much less

communication with their fathers than controls.

For example, Table 4-

2 discloses that almost- 92 percent of the delinquent boys. and only 30
percent of the controls indicate that they are not able to talk freely
with their fathers.

I.t is interesting to note that boys. from both

research groups are more likely to maintain poor channels. of communication with their fathers. than they are to experience poor relationships
with them.

This does not provide a clear cut explanation for the

difference between communication and relationships.

One may· speculate

that the reasons for this difference reflects a generation gap, adoles-
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TABLE 4-2
THE ABILLTY OF THE BOYS TO TALK
FREELY TO THEIR FATHERS

Is the Respondent Able
Delinquents.
to Talk Freely to his
Percent
Number
Father
Yes
NO

Total

Controls
Number
Percent

2

(_ 8,3}

35

(70.0}

22

(91. 7}

15

(30. 0)

24

(100.0)

50

(100.0)

G = -0.93

z

-8.32 (Significant at the .05 level)
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cent rebellion and/or the process of becoming independent from parents.
A few brief examples from the Juvenile Court records reveal a clearer
understanding of the communication patterns delinquent boys maintain
with their fathers.
Case 15: There is no communication between the subject and his
father. The father-son relationship is distant and
poor. Youth admits that he tries to avoid his father~
he finds. i.t difficult to live up to his father ts
expectations.•
(Coded: uNo • "1
Case 16: The boy does not have much. communication with the
father, The father s.eems. to escape family life by
putting in long hours. at his. place of employment, The
subject does. have a s.omewhat better relationship with
his father than with his mother, however, even this
relationship is. very poor.
(Coded: "No. 11 1
Case 20. The boy has a very poor relationship with his. father
and is unable to talk to him. The subject res.ents the
father's efforts of pushing him to be involved in
sports. The boy and the mother report that the father
has a bad temper and at times (too often) is in a bad
mood. The father is also physically abusive to the
boy.

(Coded: "No. 11 )
Lines of communication between fathers and delinquent sons are in
general very poor.
quen~

As demonstrated in the examples, some of the delin-

boys have little, if any, communication with their fathers.

others, communication usually res.ults in hos.tile confrontations,

For
A

further examination of different types of communication follows,
Another measure of communication between father and s.on may be
found in the boys' perceptions. of how well they believe their fathers
understand them.

As indicated in Table 4-3, delinquent boys are less

likely to believe that their fathers. understand them.

Seventy percent

of the delinquent boys compared to 22 percent of the controls do not

TABLE 4-3
INDICATIONS FROM THE BOYS THAT THEIR FATHERS UNDERSTAND THEM, THAT
THEY TAKE THEIR FATHERS ADVICE, AND IDENTIFY WITH THEIR FATHERS

Questionnaire Item
and Response

Delinquents.
Number
Percent

Controls
Number
Percent

Respondent's Father Understands Him as He Really is
Very True
Somewhat True
Not True
Total

2
4
14

(_10,01
(20. 0.)
(70.0)

15
24
11

(30. 0)
(48. 0)
(22.0)

20

(100.0)

50

(100.0)

G

Z = -2.97 (Significant at the .05
level)

Respondent Takes Father's
Advice Seriously
Very True
Somewhat True
Not True
Total

1
7
13

( 4. 8)
(33.3)
(61. 9)

27
21
2

(54.0)
(42.0)
( 4. 0)

21

(100. 0)

50

(100. 0)

1
5
14

c 5.0)

17
24
9

(34.0)
(48.0)
(18.0)

20

(100. 0)

50

(100. 0)

r

I

Respondent Would Like to
Grow up to Be the Kind
of Person His Father Is
Very True
Somewhat True
Not True
Total

.

(25.0)
(70.0)

= -0.68

G =-0,91

z = -7.57 (Significant at the .05
level)

G

I

=

-0.79

Z = -4.18 '(Significant at the .05
level)

......
0

1.0
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believe that their fathers understand them.

This. may reflect differ-

ences between the generations, changes in fads, adolescent rebellion,
etc.

In any event, there remains a significant difference between the

two research groups.

A few examples from the Court records follow.

Case 11: The father shows a lack of warmth for his. son, and there
is an indication that he may hate the son. The father
feels that his son is worthless unless he lives up to
his expectations. The subject is degraded and treated
as inferior by the father. The son feels. that the
father adminis.ters discipline according to the father's
feelings rather than his. son ls behavior.
(Coded: "Not true of me.")_
Case 18: The father is an alcoholic
another woman. He listens
the family comply with his
including the s.ubject 1 look
respect for the father,
(Coded; "Not true of me."l

and is having an affair with
to no one and insists that
demands. The children,
down on him and have little

A s.ignificant difference between the two research groups exists
for the likelihood that they take the advice of their fathers'
ously (Table 4-3).
of their fathers.

seri-

Controls. are much more likely to take the advice
As we have seen and will see below, relationships

and communication between delinquent boys and fathers are generally
very poor and in some cases non-existent.

The taking of advice seems

to imply a form of trus.t between individuals.

The controls tend to

overcome any differences and accept the advice of their fathers.

The

strained relationship between delinquents. and their fathers als.o seems
to be a limiting factor for invoking trust in the boys.

The taking or

rejection of advice may als.o be s.een as. a reacti.on to both the quality
of a relationship and communication.
that at least a few: of the boys
fathers,

The Court case records indicated

des~red

a better relationship with their
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The final variable to be analyzed in this. section is. the
fication of boys with their fathers..

identi~

A boy's identification with his

father (or other significant adult males). is. an essential element· to
the socialization process,
fication.

One of thes.e processes i.s sex role identi-

The quality of a boy ~s identifi.cation with father may be

directly related to the quality of their relationship.

For quality of

the father-son relationship see Table 4-3 which indicates that 70

per~

cent of the delinquents and 18 percent of the controls report a negative identification with their fathers.

These results are similar to

those of the first 4 variables which were tested.

Delinquent boys are

significantly les.s likely to identify with their fathers than are controls.
The quality of father-son relationships between the two research
groups is examined through five independent variables.

Z scores at

the 5 percent level indicate that s.ignificant differences exist between
the groups for all five variables.
sis should be rejected.

This. s.uggests that the null hypothe-

The signs of gamma also indicate that relation-

ship between the dependent and independent variables are supportive of
control theory.

Delinquents are more likely to have negative rela-

tionships. with their father than are controls.
Mother-Son Relationships
Hypothesis

~~;

There ia no difference in the quality of attachment to mothers

het~een

delinquent boys and

controls.,
The vast majority of controls reported a clos.e attachment to
their mothers.

Sixty-two percent of the controls state that they

·~get
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along very well" with their mothers and another 30 percent claim that
they get along "fairly well" (Table 4-4).

Only 8 percent indicate

that the relationship with their mothers. is negative.

Delinquents·, on

the other hand, tend not to have close attachments to their mothers,
Almost three-fourths (73.9 percent} of the delinquents. indicate negative relationships. with their mothers, divided between "does not get
along too well," and "does not get along too well at all."

However,

26 percent of the delinquents. get along with their mothers "very well."
The

implications of this finding are very important •. From the begin-

ning of the socialization process., which forms within the family unit,
the delinquent boys are off to a poor start.

As the following excerpts

from the Court attes.t, delinquent boys. are often at a distinct disadvantage in the development of their earli.est social relationships.
Cas.e 1:

The hoy's. relationship with the mother is. similar to
that of the father, i.e., strained and distant. The
subject experiences. rejection by the mother. The
mother feels that her son is "weak willed and inadequate."
(Coded: "Not well at all.")

Case 7;

The mother is lacking in the presentation of real love
and affection to her son. She feels caught between her
husband and her son. The mother also feels that her son
should not ruin her life,
(Coded: "Not well at all.")

Case 16: Mother is an alcoholi.c. She does. not take responsibility for her behavior; the son's behavior seems to
reflect this attitude. There are expressions of resentment toward the mother. As a result, it is reported
the youth reacts. to these frus.trations. and hostilities
toward the mother by acting out in the community,
Although the boy does. not have respect for the mother's
drinking, he does. have some sympathy for her.
(Coded; "Not well at all. "1
Case 8:

The hoy indicates~ a very s.incere, loving and affectionate relationship with the mother.
(Coded: "Very well.")
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TABLE 4-4

HOW WELL THE BOYS GET ALONG

~'liTH

THEIR MOTHERS

How Respondent Gets
Along With Mother

Delinquents
Number
Percent

very Well

6

Fairley Well

0

Not Too Well

8

Not Well at All

9

Total

23

Controls
Number
Percent

(_26.11

31

(62. 0)

15

(30.0)

( 34. 8)

2

( 4. 0)

(39 .1)

2

( 4. 0)

50

(100.0)

(100.0)

G = -0.72

Z = -3.70

(Significant at the ,05 level)
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As a group, delinquent boys tend to have weak attachments to
their mothers.
tend to vary.

However, the mother-son situations of individual boys
For example, the Court records reveal that one mother

rejects her son, another mother feels the son is ruining her (social)
life, one is not involved with her son, etc.
are alcoholics.

Also, two of the mothers

In general, the Court data reveals that mothers of

delinquent boys may reject their sons, maintain limited involvement
with them, and some are overburdened with their personal problems to
effectively raise their sons..

As a response to their negative rela-

tionships., a few of the delinquents. steal from their mothers., and a few
others are verbally hostile to them.
ally abusive to his mother.

Also, one delinquent is physic-

Some of the delinquent boys with weak

attachments to their mothers seem to retaliate against them.

Many of

thes.e reactions s.eem to be responses to the lack of attention and
affection from the mothers:.
The quality of the relationship between a mother and her son
tends to have a direct relationship "!:.o their quality of communication
(similar to the father-son relationship}.

Table 4-5 makes it quite

apparent that delinquent boys are much less likely than controls to
have an open communication with their mothers.

A lopsided 86.4 per-

cent of the delinquent boys. compared wi.th 22 percent of the controls
have poor communication with their mothers.

I.f there are any elements

to a pattern in a parent-son relationship among delinquent boys it
lies. within the arena of comrouni.cation between mother and son.

The

negative relationships between mothers and sons often manifest themselves in the form of hos:tili ty and anger as is revealed in seven of
the case records,

Examples of this behavior are illustrated by cases
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TABLE 4-5
THE ABILITY OF THE B.OYS TO TALK
FREELY TO THEIR MOTHERS

Is the Respondent
Able to Talk
Freely to His
Mother
Yes
No

Total

Delin51uents
Percent
Number

Non-Delinquents
Number
Percent

3

(13.6)

39

(78.0)

19

(86 .4)

11

(22.0)

22

(100.0)

50

(.100. 0)

G = -0.91
Z = -7.20 (Significant at the .05 level)
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16 (previously mentioned} and 26 (listed belowl,

An example of a

positive mother-son relation is. als>o pres.ented.
case 26;

There is. little communication between the boy and his.
mother, and what little communication there is., is in
the form of hostility, The boy has. talked of hating
his mother. The mother feels. that she has taken the
hostility that she has. for the boy's father out on her
son.
(Coded: "No. "1

Case 27:

The subject has. a loving relationship with his mother.
After the parents divorced, the mother devoted a
considerable amount of time with her children to help
them during this. crisis..
(Coded: "Yes.• " 1

Delinquent boys are less likely to believe that their mothers
understand them than are boys. in the control group (Table 4-61.

some of

the mothers of delinquents, as previously stated, are rejecting or are
uninvolved with their s.ons.

Also, a few of the mothers downgraded their

sons rather than understand them.

It may be that the anti-social

behavior of the delinquent boys is frustrating to the mother and may
further deteriorate the mother-son relationship.

Thus, delinquent boys

do not seem to take their mothers' advice (Table 4-6).

Many of the

delinquent boys seem to rebel against both parents, due to the lack of
attention and affection they do not receive.

The following excerpts

illustrate that situations.•
Case 10:

There is a poor relationship between the mother and her
son, The mother does not seem to understand her son in
general. In particular, she does not understand his
learning disability.
(Coded: "Not true of me" to the q_uestionnaire item, "My
mother understands roe as. I really am."}

Case 19:

The subject views. his. relationship wi.th his mother as
restrictive and inhibiting. The mother is demanding
and treats him in a negative manner. This relationship
has made the youth very rebellious toward his mother.
He often s.teals from her.

TABLE 4-6

INDICATIONS FROM THE BOYS THAT THEIR MOTHERS UNDERSTAND THEM, THAT
THEY TAKE THEIR MOTHERS ADVICE, AND IDENTIFY WITH THEIR MOTHERS

Questionnaire I.tem
and Response

Delinquents.
Number
Percent

Controls
Percent
Number

Respondent' s Mother Under-·
stand Him as He Really is.
Very True
Somewhat True
Not True
Total

4
4
13

(19.01
(_19. 0}
(61. 9)

13
26
11

(26. 0)
(52.0)
(22.0)

21

(99.9)*

50

(100,0)

I

Respondent Takes Mother's
Advice Seriously
Very True
Somewhat True
Not True
Total

I

1
5
10

c 6. 3).
(31. 3)
( 62. 5)

19
25
6

(38. 0)
(50.0)
(12.0)

16

(100.1).*

50

(100. 0)

2
4
11

(11. 8)
(23. 5)
(64.7)

4
21
25

( 8. 0)
(42.0)
(50. 0)

17

(100. 01

50

(100.0)

=
z=

G

-0.49

-1.83 (Significant
at the .05 level)

G

=

-0.80

z=

-4.01 (Significant
at the .05 level)

Respondent Would Like to
Grow Up to Be the Kind
of Person His. Mother is
Very True
Somewhat True
Not True
Total
*RoundJ.ng error.

G

=

-0.20

z = -0.55 (Not significan at the .05 level)

I-'
I-'
-..1
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(Coded: "Not true of me" to the questionnaire item, "My
mother understands me as I. really am."}
Only one of the ten family-related comparisons between delinquents
and controls (Table 4-6) results in a

z

s.core which is. not significant.

There is. no s.tatistically significant difference between delinquents
and controls in their likelihood to identify with.their mothers..

Most

likely this has less to do with the quality of the mother-son relationship for controls. than with sex identi.ty.

I.t would seem that hays in

general prefer to identify with a male role model than a female.

Other-

wis.e the controls indicate good relationships and communication with
their mothers..

This is more difficult to assess. for the delinquent

boys. since they reveal negative relationships, poor communication and
little identification with both parents.•
Statistically significant differences are found in four measures.
of attachment to mothers., Le,, how well the boys get along with their
mothers. and three types. of communication between delinquents and controls..

The only non-significant difference is found under the variable

which is. an indice of identification,

It is believed that the identi-

fi.cation measure is strongly influenced by feelings of sex identification and is les.s likely to reflect the quality of the social bond
between mothers and sons. than for fathers and sons.
the null hypothesis.

z

scores reject

There is. a fair amount of difference between

delinquents and controls. in the quality of mother-son attachment.

As

indicated by the signs. of gamma, delinquent boys. are less. likely to be
attached to their mothera than are controls.

Thus, the direction of

the relationship is also supportive of control theory.

119

conclusi.on
Our empirical data is supportive of control theory.
bOYS

Delinquent

are less likely to he attached to their parents. than are boys in

the control group.

It is. also of interes.t that the Juvenile Court

records. reveal a direct relationship to family problems and delinquent
behavior.

For example, one of the boy{s. feels like running away when

family fights occur and carries the hostilities from family life into
the school.
his parents.

Another hoy commits. delinquent acts when he is angry at
Two

gain attention.

of the delinquents commit delinquent acts. in order to

Mos.t interes.ting is the observation that three of the

boys. engage in delinquent acti:vities in response to their being put in
the middle of their parents' marital arguments.•
We can, therefore, directly associate delinquent behavior to
family problems in seven cases.

There also may be similar situations

in other cases which were not recorded in the case records.

In Chapter

1 we mentioned that Cohen (19661 contends. that deviant behavior in
children may act as a warning signal that the family is not functioning
to meet the emotional needs of the child.

A number of cases provide

evidence in support of Cohen's statement.

Some of the boys reacted by

committing delinquent acts when they wanted attention from their parents
or were very angry at them for being caught in family fights or marital
arguments..

These reactions. in the form of delinquency or other forms; of

misbehavior s.eem to be immature respons.es.

However, as we have seen,

many of the parents. have their own pers.onal, roari.tal and other difficulties and have not provided emotional s.upport to their s;ons nor have
they taken the time to socialize them.

This lack of attachment and
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socialization has left the boys prone to delinquent behavior which, as
will be seen, spreads. to the school, peer group and the community.
Delinquent boys are less attached to their parents and in som:e
cases there is a direct link between family problems and delinquency.
Thus, as Hirschi (.1969) maintains, the lack of attachment between a boy
and his parents is likely to result in delinquent behavior.

The degree

of closeness of a boy to his parents is a factor which controls his
behavior.

Our data on the family is supportive of control theory for

white, middle- class. boys from suburban communities.
The credibility of control theory would be strengthened if it
proves valid when applied to groups outside of the family.

Thus, the

next two chapters on the school and peer groups respectively, demons.trate this application of the theory.

Since youth from an early age

spend a large proportion of their time in school, behavioral and academic background should provide good indicators on the validity of control theory.

CHAPTER

V

THE SCHOOL
According to control theory (Hirschi, 1969) our delinquent group
should be less attached to the school than the control group.

Since the

school is a formal organization, the measures of attachment are different than those of a primary group.

For example, in the previous chapter,

attachments to the family are measured by the quality of interpersonal
relationships, i.e., mother-son and father-son.

Measures of attachment

to the school are not based on interpersonal relationships.

Hirschi's

indices of attachment are based on abilities, performance and commitment
to the school.

More specifically, Hirschi suggests a causal chain of

events. related to the school and delinquency.
more likely to be academically incompetent.
academic skills rather than low intelligence.
tence leads to low academic achievement.

First, delinquents are
This relates to the lack of
Second, academic incompe-

Third, poor achievement causes

a dislike fdr school and a rejection of school authority.

The final link

in the chain is participation in delinquent acts.
Since our data is not longitudinal, it is not possible to test the
causal sequence as suggested by Hirschi.

However, there is sufficient

information to statistically test academic performance.

Some information

on academic competence, and rejection or acceptance of school authority
is available, but not in sufficient quantity to apply a statistical test.
Finally, Hirschi measures attachment to the school in accordance to a
student's attitude toward "liking" or "disliking" school.
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Unfortunately,
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this information is not available in either source of our data.

But we

are able to measure a few important factors related to the academic and
behavioral adjustments of the boys.

In fact, measures of performance

within the school setting are probably as good or better measures of
attachment than is the attitude of liking or disliking school.

In

other

words, a boy's actual adjustment to the ins.titution of the school, where
he spends a considerable amount of time within a formal setting is
likely to be a more accurate indicator of attachment than attitude.
One measure of commitment to the school is the attitude toward
educational expectations and aspirations.

Aspirations toward educa-

tional achievement are very high for the middle-class boys and parents
represented by the control group (Table 5-l) •

Almost all (98 percent)

of the boys in the control group expect to go to college.

Similarly, 98

percent of the parents of these boys expect their sons to attend college.
Another questionnaire item inquires into the aspirations of the controls
concerning college.

As illustrated in Table 5-2, the aspirations and

expectations ot these boys are similar.

Also, 78 percent of the control

agree that they will be accepted by a "good" college, and 70 percent
agree that their education will be useful later in life.

The high degree

of educational aspirations by the controls indicates that they are committed to the school and educational values.
Levels of academic performance are another issue.

Although most

96 percent, of the controls report average or higher grades, their parents
and teachers have somewhat higher expectations (Table 5-2}.

One-half of

the controls report grades above those of average (as a note of caution,
it may be that some of the controls over-estimated their actual per-

TABLE 5-1

ASPIRATIONS BY PARENTS OF CONTROLS FOR THEIR SONS FUTURE EDUCATIONAL GOALS
AND THE ASPIRATIONS OF THE BOYS IN THE CONTROL GROUP

Expectations of
Control Group

Aspirations of Parents
For Sons in The
Control Group

Aspirations of Controls

Number

Per Cent

Number

Per Cent

Number

Per Cent

Finish High School

1

( 2)

1

( 2)

1

( 2)

Some College

2

( 4)

4

( 8)

2

( 4)

Two-year College

1

( 2)

3

( 6)

2

( 4)

40

(80)

29

(58)

29

(58)

6

(12)

13

(26)

16

(32)

50

(100)

50

(100)

50.

1-'
N

Four-year College
Graduate Study
Total

(_l<H'J)

w

TABLE 5-2

EXPECTATIONS OF GRADE RANK BY PARENTS AND TEACHERS:
ACTUAL GRADE RANK BY CONTROLS

Grade Rank
Much Above
Average

Above Average

+l
1-l
aJ

~z
What Parents
Expect of You

t::

aJ

u

1-l
aJ

0..

~z

u

1-l

QJ

0..

t::

aJ

1-l
aJ

u

z

0..

§

1-l
QJ

Total
+l

+l
1-l
aJ

~z

s::
aJ

u

1-l
QJ

0..

s::
aJ

1-l
aJ

u

z

0..

§

1-l
QJ

......

N

15

29

9

4

(68)

21
( 8)

(100)

50

11

34

5

(100)

(22)

2

23
(42)

.!:>

50
(18)

(58)

(10)
How Are You
Doing

t::

aJ

Below Average
+l

+l
1-l
aJ

(24)
What Teachers
Expect of you

Average

(46)

50
( 4)

(100)
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formance levels on the questionnaire).

However, 82 percent of the con-

trols reported that their parents expected them to have higher grades,
and 78 percent of their teachers also have higher academic expectations
of them.

This does not diminish the importance of academic achievement,

since there are many other aspects to adolescent life.

For example, one

must consider the influence of peer relationships and outside interests. 1
Also, in a statistical sense, it does not seem possible for about fourfifths of the boys to be above average, as the parents expect.

In addi-

tion, the importance of achievement is reflected in attitudes which
compare popularity and grades.

Forty (83.3 percent} of the controls dis-

agree with the statement that "popularity is more important than grades"
(two boys_ did not answer this i tern} .
White

rniddle~class

boys from suburbia, as represented by our con-

trol group, have high educational aspirations and their academic perforrnance is at a fairly high level of achievement.

For example, only

4 percent of the controls reported below average grades.

In previous

chapters. we have seen that the boys in the control group self reported
a fair amount of participation in illegal activities, but very little
involvement in the juvenile justice system.

It has also been demon-

strated that 90 percent of the controls also have positive relationships
with both parents.

In fact, one of the controls who reported a low

grade rank, also reported having a very negative relationship with both

1 Fifty-six percent of the controls rated association with their
friends as the best part of school. The importance of these peer associations may divert some of their time from academic pursuits. This
is, of course, only conjecture, since youth who are unable to maintain
adequate peer relationship may also perform below their ability.
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parents.

In general, the boys in the control group reported a fair

degree of academic success, and positive relationships with their
parents.
On the other hand, boys in the delinquent group have poor records
of academic performance (Table 5-31.
of the

Over three-fourths (77.3 percent)

delinquents who have reports of grades in the case records, have

below average grades.
subjects.

Many were actually failing most or all of their

Three of the delinquents (13.6) received average grades and

two of them have high academic standing.

2

There is no indication that

any of the delinquents have less. than average academic potential.

Three

of the boys have learning disabilities, yet one has average grades.
School reports for eleven of the delinquents have information on intelligence tests, and all eleven rate normal or above average.
nine of these boys are failing.

However,

In general, the delinquent boys all have

a very low level of academic achievement.

According to the Z score of

-5.69, there is a significant relationship between delinquency and poor
academic performance, whi.ch rejects. the null hypothesis.

The negative

sign of the gamma coefficient is also in the direction which is supportive of control theory.

There is not sufficient data to test the null

hypothesis related to academic competence from either research group.
Three of the delinquents have learning disabilities.
neurological dyslexia.

One has

These learning disabilities are not necessarily

related to intelligence, but do impair an individual'· s learning.

2

All

Two of the delinquents., Cas.es 11 and 16, were truant too often to
receive grades. The coders were unable to agree on a score for Case 17,
and Cases 18 and 24 attended private schools which did not report grades.
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TABLE 5-3
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS FOR
DELINQUENTS AND CONTROLS

Respondents Level of
Academic Achievement

Non-Delinsuents
Number
Percent

Delinsuents
Number
Percent

Much Above Average

1

4. 5)

4

( 8. 0)

Above Average

1

4.5)

21

(42.0)

Average

3

(13.6)

23

(46.0)

17

(77.3)

2

( 4.0)

22

(99. 9)

50

(100.0)

Below Average
Totals

*

= Rounding error

G = -0.84
~

=

-5.69 (Significant at the .OS level)

*
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three of the boys did improve their school dispositions after their
learning disabilities were diagnosed and they were placed in special
programs.

Some of their school difficulties resulted from the frustra-

·tions and embarrassments which they encountered due to their inability
to perform on a par with most other students.

Examples follow:

Case 3: Youth has average grades and participates in school
athletics. He has been disruptive in class, largely due
to a problem of hyperactivity and has a one-day suspension for class cutting. As a young child the boy had a
serious head injury which resulted in neurological damage.
An improvement in his school disposition was made after
the school provided specialized counseling and individualized attention in order to remedy his learning disability. This boy has a very good relationship with both
parents.
(Coded: "Average" grades.• )
Case 23:This youth is also afflicted with the neurological condition of dyslexia. His. grade rank is below average (his
grades range from average to below average) • The youth
had serious behavioral problems within the public school
he attended. One of his court petitions alleged he
extensively damaged (~ith intent} school property. After
placement in a special school for learning disabilities, his
over-all school disposition greatly improved.
(Coded: "Below average" grades.}
Not only did the delinquents do poorly in their academic subjects,
many of them also had histories of cutting class, truancy, and behavioral difficulties.

In Chapter 3, we have already seen that many of the

controls also cut classes.

For example, 12 percent reported cutting

class.es "once or twice," 10 percent cut "a few times" and 12 percent cut
"often."

Since school and academic achievement are supposedly highly

esteemed by the middle-class it is. somewhat surprising that such a large
percent of the controls. cut classes.
12 percent cut classes "often."

It was especially surprising that

However, the attendance problems of the

delinquent group are more serious.

Fourteen (51.9 percent) of the
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delinquent boys have cut class.es, according to school records.
these fourteen boys also have records (school) for truancy.

Six of

Another

three boys from the delinquent group have records of truancy, but no
mention of class cutting.

Thus, 62.9 percent of the delinquents have

records of attendance problems.

It is also interesting to note that

five of these delinquent boys were suspended at one time or another for
their attendance problems.
Almost twice as many delinquents as controls cut at least one or
two classes,

Delinquent boys. were also more likely to be involved in

more serious histories of truancy and class cutting.
percent) are serious. truants or class cutters.

At least 12 (44.4

In comparison, only 12

percent of the controls have cut classes "often." The delinquent boys do
not show much commi.tment to school.

They are more likely to have below

average grades and avoid academic situations by cutting classes and/or
truancy,
Boys from the control group not only have some participation in
cutting class, many of them also reported other infractions of school
ethics or behavioral standards..
to cheating on exams.

Over two-thirds, 70 percent, admitted

Nineteen (38 percent) of the controls cheated

"once or twice," 15 (30 percent). cheated "a few times," and only one (2
percent) cheated "often."
the court records.

Information on cheating is not available in

Although most of the controls cheated, only one boy

admits to making a practice of it.
Many of the boys. in the control group reported that they had been
involved in fist fights within the school.
admitted that they had "bothered" teachers.

In

addition, many also

For example, nineteen (38

130

percent) of the controls engaged in fist fights.
frequencies of

There is no measure for

fist fights on the questionnaire.

Misbehavior in the

form of "giving a teacher a hard time in class- is reported by 28 (56
percent) of the controls.

Frequencies of these incidents are not avail-

able on this item, either.

There are, however, frequencies on the item

"bothered a teacher serious.ly enough to get thrown out of class."

One-

third (34 percent} of the controls reported being "thrown out" of a
class room.

Ten (20 percentl of the controls were dismissed "once or

twice," six (12 percentl were removed "a few times," and only one
percent)_ admitted to being "thrown out often."
of the controls have been suspended.
available on this i tern.

(2

Finally, four (.8 percent)

Again, there are no frequencies

Although boys. from the control group have com-

mitted their share of school infractions (where frequencies are available)_, few have been involved in many of these infractions.

(See

Table 5-4 for a summary of negative s.chool dispositions for delinquents
and controls.)
In addition to involvement in truancy and cutting class, delinquent boys are likely to engage in serious incidents of misbehavior
within the s.chool.

School records within the court files indicate that

twenty (74.1 percent) of the delinquent boys are in-school behavior
problems. As the example below illustrates, these infractions range from
disrupting class.rooms, swearing at teachers, using drugs., setting off an
explosion and causing a serious injury to another student.
part these incidents. of misbehavior are not isolated.

For the most

Many of the delin-

quents have long histories of disruptive behavior in the school.

Attest-

ing to the severity of the misbehavior, seven (25.9 percent) of the
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TABLE 5-4
SUMMARY TABLE OF NEGATIVE SCHOOL DISPOSITIONS
FOR DELINQUENTS AND CONTROLS

Disposition

Delin9.uents
Number
Percent

2

( 4. 0)

(51. 9)

17

(34.0)

(37.0)

Not Available

Below Average Grades

17

(77.3)*

cut Class

14

Truancy

10

Cheated on Exam

Not Available

Suspended

11

(40. 7)

4

(14.8)

Expelled

Controls
Number
Percent

35

(70. 0)

4

( 8.0)

Not Available

Fist Fight in School

Not Available

19

Misconduct

20

Not Available

Gave Teacher a Hard
Time in Class

Not Available

28

(56. 0)

Bothered a Teacher
Seriously Enough to
Get Thrown out of
Class.

Not Available

17

(34.0)

(74.1)

*Percent calculated on 22 cases where grades are available.

(38.0)
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delinquents were suspended for acting-out in the school and four others
(14.8 percent) were expelled from school.
who were suspended for truancy, only. 3

There are another four boys

Thus, fifteen (55.5 percent) of

the delinquent boys were suspended or expelled from school.

Most of the

delinquent boys have poor s;chool adjustments in relation to achievement,
attendance and behavior.

In fact, only two of the delinquent boys are

achieving well, and have good records of attendance and behavior.
Examples of poor adj us.tments to the school follow.
Case 4:

The subject tests in the "bright normal" range of intelligence, but is only maintaining a "D" average. There
are no reports of problems in grammar school, yet the
high school authorities state that he had problems from
"day one" (since entering 9th grade). There are reports
of fighting with other students in school and class disruptions. He displays a considerable amount of hostility
toward the faculty and other members of the school staff.
Also, one of the subject's court petitions is for truancy
and two of his friends are known to be truants.

Case 12: The scores from intelligence tests for this boy are above
average. His overall records in grammar school were very
good until the 8th grade, when he began to bully other
students. The boy's adjustment in high school was totally
unsatisfactory. His grades were below average and he had
over 200 class cuts during his first two years of high
school. In fact, one of his court petitions is for
truancy. The subject was suspended twice and eventually
expelled from public high school. He pulled a knife on
one student and seriously injured another. He was also
expelled from a private school for the use of marijuana.
Case 16; It was not possible to code an academic grade average for
this boy. His scholastic work was very good, but his grades
were also dependent upon his attendance, which was very
poor. At the time of court referral, the youth was in
the 9th grade. He has been a discipline problem since
the 7th grade. The subject has a number of suspensions
and was eventually expelled from high school. Offenses
committed on s.chool grounds include; possession of

3

·one boy was suspended for both truancy and misbehavior.
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marijuana, theft and setting off an explosion outside of
the school building.
Qualitative data from the juvenile court archives also reveal
another interesting factor, many of the delinquents were placed outside
the general school program (s.) •

Previously, we mentioned three of the

delinquent boys were placed in special schools or programs for learning
disabilities.

One of these boys was also expelled from public school

for behavior problems.

Two delinquent boys were placed in night school

programs, after failing to adjust to the regular day school.

School

officials placed three of the delinquents in specialized programs for
in-school behavior problems, which are separate from the general school
programs.

One boy attended a special school program (outside of public

school, but within the school district) for treatment of hyperactivity.
Placements were made for two boys in private boarding schools which
specialize in youth with behavioral problems.

Another three boys were

placed in residential treatment centers or hospitals for psychological
and behavioral problems.

Finally, three of the boys were committed to

the Illinois Department of Corrections.

One of these latter three boys

had previously been placed in a work-study program, due to a lack of
motivation in the regular school program.

In all, seventeen (63 percent)

of the delinquent boys have been removed from the general school program
for numerous reasons.

At least fourteen of these boys were placed out-

side of the general school program largely due to their misbehavior, as
demonstrated by the following excerpts;
Case 1:

Youth is failing all of his subjects, although his
intelligence tests are above average. He has been
suspended from school for cutting over 60 classes. The
subject has a hostile attitude toward school and its
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authorities. As the boy states, •school is jail • • .
it•s a bunch of crap with the rules and regulations•.
He was eventually placed in a special program for
behavior problems.
Case 7:

The subject has a history of showing off and disrupting classrooms in both granunar and high schools. His
only motivation in school is the threat of physical
punishment from his father. A school report states
that the boy is angry at his parents and other authority
figures. During high school, the boy began to cut
classes and failed most of his subjects. His school disposition improved greatly after he was placed in a
special school program. The subject looked up to his
teacher as a father figure which proved to be a turning
point for the boy.

Case 24: The youth is one year behind in school and also has a
long history of in-school behavioral problems. The
court records are lacking details, but due to his behavior problems, the boy was placed in a number of private
boarding schools. for about seven years. There was a
dramatic improvement in the boy~s overall disposition
after he was returned to his. family and placed in a
local, private school.
Not all of the delinquent boys have poor s.chool dispositions.
of them have excellent scholastic records.
does present somewhat of a paradox.

Two

Comparison of the two boys

One boy, Case 8, has many positive

influences outside the school, i.e,, relationships with parents and nondelinquent peers.

The other boy, Case 18, has s.everely negative rela-

tionships with both parents, and his. peers are involved in delinquency
and drugs.

The s.chool disposition of the latter boy

to mos.t other boys from both. research_ groups.

does not conform

Generally, there is a

direct relationship between positive relationships with parents and
s.atisfactory (average grades or better} academic performance.
Case 8:

This young man
and was placed
His attendance
pates on a few
have a his.tory

has maintained an above average grade level
on the low honor roll (at his. high school).
has always been excellent and he particiathletic teams at school. The boy does
of a few fights with other students in
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both grammar and high school. Future plans include
attending college. Outside of two court petitions (no
community adjustments}, there appear to be no serious
negative aspects in the subject's family life or peer
associations. However, the probation officer assigned
to the case stated that the family offered information
in the form of 'lip service'.
Case 18; The subject is. a brilliant student and ranks at the very
top of his high school class. In all probability, he
will complete his high school education in less than four
years. The boy is highly motivated in school and is
often praised by s.chool officials. There are many negative aspects in the subject's family life and peer associations.
School adjustments, of boys. in the control group are relatively
satisfactory when compared to those of the delinquent boys.

According

to their self-reported behavior, controls engaged in some cheating on
examinations, cut classes, and bothered teachers.

However, only a few

of them indicated frequent involvement in these violations and only 8
percent have suspensions. from school,

For the most part controls have

high aspirations for future educational attainment and have maintained
average or better achievement.
below average grades.

Only 4 percent reported that they have

Without knowledge of their attitude toward the

institution of the school (.whether they like it or dislike it), it is
apparent that education is important to the controls and their parents.
Generally, these boys s.eem to have sufficient control over their behavior
and do not jeopardize their role in the educational system.

Their per-

formance and aspirations strongly indicate that they are attached to the
school and educational process.•
On the other hand, the boys represented in the delinquent group,
generally maintain unsatisfactory academic and behavioral adjustments to
the school.

Over three-fourths of the delinquents are achieving below
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average grades, 63 percent have records for class cutting and/or truancy.
Als.o, three-fourths of the delinquents are behavior problems in the
school and just over one-half have been placed in a variety of special
school programs due to their behavioral problems.•
There are no similarities in academic achievement and behavioral
adjustments to the school between the delinquent and control groups.
differences in academic achievement between the two research groups are
statistically significant.

~!though

there is not a sufficient amount of

information to statistically test competence and respect for school
authority, the information which is available lies in the direction of
little similarity.

Finally, there is. no rneas.ure of liking or disliking

school (Hirschi's indice of attachment}.

However, the available data

indicates that delinquent boys are much less committed to the school on
the basis of performance and behavior than are controls.

The null

hypothesis is statistically rejected through the indice of academic performance.

While a s.tatis.tical test is. not pos.sible on the other school

related variables due to missing data, s.uch. variables also suggest
differences. between the two groups.•
In conclusion, we find a few very interesting correlations between
school dispositions and the quality of the child-parent relationships.
Thirteen (76.5 percentl of the seventeen delinquent boys who have below
average grades also have negative relationships with both parents.

One

of the two boys in the control group with below average grades has
negative relationships with hoth parents..

Also, each of the four delin-

quents. who were expelled from school, and eleven (78.6 percent} of the
fourteen delinquent boys. placed in programs. outside of the regular school

137

program have poor relationships with both parents.

In contrast, forty-

eight (96 percent) of the controls report average or better grades, and
forty-five (93.8 percent) of them have positive relationships with both
parents.

There is a direct relationship between weak attachments to

the parents and weak attachments to the school,

However, it is not

possible to determine a causal sequence from the available data.

For

example, do weak bonds to the parents cause weak attachments to the
school, or do poor attachments to the school result in poor child-parent
relationships?

CHAPTER VI
THE PEER GROUP
Control theory (Hirschi, 1969) and the theory of differential
association (Sutherland, 1947) have been selected to examine the
relationship between delinquency and peer associations.

According to

Hirschi, control theory, as related to peer associations, emphasizes
the following: first, delinquents are attracted to one another through
similar attitudes and "stakes" in conventional society.

It is believed

that delinquent groups do not recruit nor necessarily influence the
behavior of their members.

Rather, individuals who already have low

"stakes" in conformity and engage in delinquent behavior seek each
other. Due to the limits of the available data, we are able to operationalize whether or not boys in the delinquent and control groups
associate with delinquent peers.

But, there is not sufficient infor-

mation on the boys who associate with delinquent peers to indicate
whether they were involved in delinquent behavior prior to their
associations with delinquent peers or to determine if their delinquent
behavior is influenced by peer associations.

It is likewise not

possible to determine the influence which non-delinquent peers have on
relative conformity to conventional society.
Second, control theory stipulates that delinquents are less likely
to be attached to their peers than youth with conventional standards of
conformity.

There is sufficient data to measure the attachment to peers

for all of the boys in the control group.
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Unfortunately, this informa-
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tion is available for only about one-half of the delinquent boys.
While a statistical test is not advisable, due to the amount of missing
values on the delinquent group, it is possible to at least explore this
factor.
The principal of the theory of differential association, according to Sutherland (1947), is that delinquents associate with delinquents.
This factor is compatible with control theory.

However, the two

theories differ in that differential association assumes delinquent
behavior is learned through association with delinquents.

Consequently,

the more one associates with delinquents, the more likely he is to
become involved in delinquency.

As stated above, Hirschi does not agree

that delinquent behavior is learned or greatly influenced by peer associations.

However, due to limitation of the data it is not possible to

determine whether delinquent behavior occurs prior to associations with
delinquent peers or if it results from a learning process.

Thus, we

are not in a position to evaluate which theory best explains delinquency among white, middle-class boys.

We may only investigate the

type of peer associations (are peers " • • • into trouble with the
police" and/or "into the drug scene") maintained by both research
groups.
Hypothesis:

Delinquents are not more likely to associate
with delinquent peers than are controls.

Table 6-1 clearly demonstrates that the hypothesis is rejected
and that differential association plays an important role in understanding white middle-class delinquency among boys in the suburbs.
As the table illustrates, only one (2

percen~

of the controls reported

that he associates with peers who " • • • get into trouble with the
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police," and one other control associates with peers who are " • • •
into the drug scene."
extreme.

On the other hand, the delinquents take the other

Almost 85 percent of the delinquent boys associate with youth

who have contacts with the police.

Similarly, over 81 percent of the

delinquents associate with peers who abuse drugs.

The Z scores (31.65

for " • • • trouble with the police," and 21.97 for " • • • into the drug
scene") are highly significant at the .05 level and reveal that delinquents are more likely to associate with delinquents than are controls.
Furthermore, the extremely high gamma scores 0.99 (for both variables)
and the signs also indicate that the null hypothesis should be rejected.
If the results in Table 6-1 are taken at their face value, it
would seem that differential association is a most convincing theoretical explanation of white middle-class delinquency.

However, some

caution about the impressive explanatory powers of this theory should
be taken into account.

For example, the type of peers, i.e., delin-

quents or non-delinquents, with which one associates is just part of
the theory.

Another major element of differential association is the

quantity of time spent with delinquents and/or non-delinquents.

There

is not sufficient data from either the control or the delinquent groups
to test this feature of the theory.

While it is quite apparent that

the delinquent boys generally associate with peers who "are in trouble
with the police" and/or "are into the drug scene," and controls do not
have such associations; the amount of time spent with delinquent and
non-delinquent peers is unknown for both groups.
Although almost all of the boys in the control group responded
that they did not associate with peers who "are in trouble with the

141

TABLE 6-1
PEER INVOLVEMENT WITH THE POLICE AND THE DRUG SCENE
FOR DELINQUENTS AND CONTROLS

Do Peers Get Into
Trouble with
the Police
Yes
No
Total
G
Z

19

84.4)

1

2. 0)

3

13. 6)

49

98. 0)

22

(100. 0)

50

(100.0)

(Significant at the .05 level)

Yes
No
Total

z

Controls
Number
Percent

0.99

= 25.26

Are Peers Into
the Drug Scene?

G

Delinquents
Number
Percent

Delinquents
Percent
Number
13

81. 3)

1

2 .1)

3

18.8)

47

97. 9)

(100.1)*

48

(100. 0)

16

0.99
21.56 (Significant at the .05 level)

*Rounding error.

Controls
Percent
Number
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police" nor "are into the drug scene," their peers did engage in deviant
activities.

For example Table 6-2 illustrates responses by boys in the

control group regarding the proportion of peers who have engaged in a
selected list of deviant activities.

Similar to the self reported delin-

quent behavior by controls as reviewed in Chapter 3, many of their peers
have participated in a wide-range of both hedonistic and non-hedonistic
delinquent activities.

Over one-half of the controls reported that at

least some of their peers participated in the following non-hedonistic
activities: "taken something from a s.tore," (68 percent} ; "kept or used
something stolen," (56 percentl; and uhad fist fight," (88 percent).
There is also considerable involvement by peers of controls in a few
hedonistic activities.

Seventy percent of the controls had some peers

who "drank;" 90 percent of their peers "made anonymous phone calls," and
about 65 percent "deliberately damaged property."
It may be pos.sible that peers of the control group extend pressure
to limit relatively s.erious. involvement in deviant activities which lead
to police involvement.

This. s.ame pressure may also limit involvement in

serious drug abuse, except for that of alcohol.

It is also likely that

the close bonds to their parents, as reported by controls, place limits
on the extent of participation in delinquent behavior,

On the other

hand, it is also possible that the peer group is a s.ource of influence
for deviant behavior among the boys in the control group.

For example,

the controls reported considerahle involvement in deviant activities by
themselves and their peers.

Thus, we may ask, but cannot substantiate,

due to the lack of information; do white middle-class peer groups influence deviant behavior and/or set limits on the extent of deviance?
Twenty three (85.2 percent} of the delinquent boys associate with

TABLE 6-2
INVOLVEMENT BY THE PEERS OF THE CONTROL GROUP IN SELECTED DEVIANT ACTIVITIES

All of Them
1-l

Q)

§
Took Something from a Store

..j.J
~
Q)

u

1-l

Q)

z

Ill

1

( 2)

Took at Least $20.00
Kept/Used Something Stolen

1

( 2)

Broke in to Steal
Had Fist Fight

7

(14)

Half or Hore
1-l

Q)

§z

..j.J
~
Q)

u

Less Than Half
1-l
Q)

..j.J
~

Q)

u

None
1-l

Q)

Total
..j.J
~
Q)

u

1-l
Q)

..j.J
~
Q)

u

ll<

~z

7

(14)

26

(52)

16

(32)

50

(100)

1

( 2)

10

(20. 4)

38

(77.6)

49

(100)

4

( 8)

23

(46)

22

(44)

50

(100)

1

( 2)

7

(14)

42

(84)

50

(100)

10

(20)

27

(54)

6

(12)

50

(100)

1-l
Q)

1-l
Q)

P4

§
z

1-l
Q)

ll<

§
z

1-l

Q)

ll<

Took Part in Gang Fight

2

( 4 .1)

9

(18. 4)

38

(77.6)

49

(100.1) *

Used/Threatened Force

1

( 2)

5

(10)

44

(88)

50

(100)

7

(14.6)

41

(85.4)

48

(100)

3

( 6)

46

(92)

50

(100)

Sold Drugs
Joyriding

1

( 2)

Reckless Driving

4

( 8)

3

( 6)

15

(30)

28

(56)

50

(100)

Drank Without Permission

5

(10)

13

(26)

17

(34)

15

(30)

50

(100)

Used Marijuana

1

( 2 .1)

( 6.3)

13

(27.1)

31

(64.6)

48

(100.11"'

Made Anonymous Phone Call

8

(16)

(32)

21

(42)

(10)

50

(100)

(12.2)

26

(53.1)

(34.7)

49

(100)

Delibertely Damaged
Property
*Rounding error

3
16
6

5
17

I-'

""'w
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peers who are in relatively serious trouble with the police (and courts)
and/or abuse drugs.

Of the other four delinquents, the peers of one are

not involved with the police and drugs.

Another delinquent is a "loner"

and has no close peer associations, and two case records have insufficient information on peer relations.
Thus, we have observed the white middle-class boys represented in
the delinquent group are very likely to associate with other delinquents.
It is also interesting to note that twelve of the thirteen delinquent
boys who associate with peers involved in serious drug abuse also associated with peers who are involved with the police.

There appears to be

a close association between delinquent and drug oriented peer groups.
However, the Juvenile Court records do not provide details as to whether
or not the delinquent and drug oriented peers are in the same or different groups.

There are seven delinquents who associate with peers

involved in serious delinquent activities, but not in drugs and one
delinquent boy associates with drug-abusing peers, but does not socialize with other delinquents.
Due to the limitations of the data we cannot make any conclusions
concerning influences of the delinquent peer group.

For example, are

the boys in the delinquent group influenced by delinquent peers or do
they influence their peers to engage in illegal activities?

Although. no

conclusions are possible, the few examples which follow provide insight
into the matter.
Case 6:

Information from the police indicates that the
youth's 'biggest problem' is his peers.

Cas.e 9:

Many of the boy'· s peers have been in trouble
with the police; a few are wards of the
Juvenile Court. The boy'·s peers seem to
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contribute to his difficulties.
case 27:Most of the peers of this youth are known to
the police and the Juvenile Court. This boy
and his peers are also into the drug scene.
It is noted in the case record that the subject's peers have a negative influence over
him.
Hirschi {1969) implies that there are two important factors to be
considered when applying control theory to the peer group.
commitment to either delinquent or conforming behavior.

First, is a

Accordingly,

youth who associate with delinquents would not be considered as commited
or attached to society.

This is similar to the feature of differential

association which contends that delinquents associate with delinquents.
The data in Table 6-1 applies to this factor of control theory.

As pre-

viously discussed, delinquents do associate with other delinquents, and
controls do not associate with peers involved with the police.
A second factor of control theory is the quality of the social
bonds which delinquents and controls maintain with peers.

There is

sufficient data on this subject in the Institute for Juvenile Research
study {the control group).

On the other hand, there are only thirteen

case records from the Juvenile Court with sufficient information on the
quality of social bonds with peers.

Thus, there are too few cases with

sufficient information from the delinquent group to make a credible
statistical analysis.

However, as limited in quantity as this informa-

tion may be, it is sufficient to provide an interesting comparison.
All of the boys in the control group responded to the following
questionnaire item, "Of the kids you go around with most often, how many
do you consider close friends {kids you can discuss a personal problem
with}."

Only 8 percent responded that they are not close to any of
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their peers.

Most (56 percent) stated that they are close to "a few" of

their peers.

The remaining 36 percent responded that they are close to

somewhere between "one-half" to "all" of their peers.

Thus, 92 percent

of the controls claimed to have at least a few close friends.

The con-

trol group almost conforms to the ideal situation of non-delinquents as
posed by control theory.

Generally they do not associate with youth who

are in "trouble with the police" or "are into the drug scene."

They are

also able to maintain close bonds with at least a few peers.
Many valuable insights into the quality of relationships between
boys in the delinquent group and their peers are possible with as few as
thirteen cases.

This is possible, since eleven of the delinquents (or

40.7 percent of the total delinquent group) have poor relationships with
their peers.

Compared to the control group, which has 8 percent of the

boys responding that they do not have any close friends, delinquents are
at least five times as likely to have weak bonds with their peers.
finding is consistent with Hirschi'· s (1969) hypothesis.

This

The following

excerpts from the Juvenile Court records are examples of the quality of
peer relationships for some of the delinquent boys:
Case 2:

Some of this boy's peers are wards of the Court and
he is into the drug culture. However, he does not
get along well with peers. The subject is manipulative and is inconsiderate to others, including
peers. He is not well liked by peers.

Cas.e 16:

At least three of his peers are involved with the
court. Delinquent activities usually occur with
peers. It is stated that peers are a poor influence on the subject. However, youth does not get
along with peers, and has difficulties in communicating with them. Youth was. not properly socialized.

Case 21:

Many of the subject's peers have had contacts with
the police and are involved in the drug culture.
However, the subject never had any close friends,
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and does not get along with his classmates.
Further analysis of the eleven delinquent boys who have weak
attachments

to their peers also reveals that most have weak attachments

to their parents and the school.

For example, nine of the boys have

poor relationships with both parents and the remaining two are close to
one parent.
school.

These boys fair no better in their attachments to the

Eight have below average grades and there is no sufficient

information to judge academic achievement levels for the other three.
It is also noteworthy that seven of these delinquents have poor attachments to both of their parents and are performing poorly in school.
Another boy has a poor relationship with his mother and has below
average grades.
The boys in the delinquent group are very likely to have associations with peers who have been in trouble with the police and/or are
involved in drug abuse.

But they do not seem likely to have close

attachments to their delinquent or non-delinquent peers.

White, middle-

class, delinquent, peer groups do not seem to be close-knit.

In fact,

the delinquent boys, in general, do not seem to be well attached to
either their parents, the school or their peers.

Our modest conclusion

that delinquent boys do not have warm personal relationships with peers
is also shared by Hirschi. (1969) and Short and Strodtbeck (1965).
Another important feature of the adolescent peer group is the
selection of members.

In an earlier reference to Kerckhoff (1972), it

is stated that adolescent peer groups are likely to engage in forms of
deviant behavior.

Also, many adolescent peer groups set limitations on

the types and seriousness of deviant acts committed by members.

In
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other words, the adolescent peer group establishes and enforces its own
set of moral standards.

It seems possible that individuals who seriously

violate the moral boundaries of a particular group are likely to be
excluded from membership in that group.

Thus, we believe that boys with

overt patterns of delinquent behavior are likely to be excluded from most
adolescent peer groups on the basis of their behavior.

It is also

possible that the weak social bonds maintained between many of the delinquent boys, their parents, and the school have left them ill-equipped to
enter into close social relationships with most other adolescents.
There is some indication that the delinquent boys are very limited
in their choice of peer associations.

Many of the delinquents do not

seem to be accepted by most other adolescents.

It seems as if the selec-

tion of peer associations by many of the delinquent boys is reduced to
others with similar delinquent and drug abusing patterns of behavior.
Yet, there seems to be a desire by many of the delinquent boys to be
socially accepted by peers, even if they are delinquent.

The excerpts

listed below express the desire to be accepted:
Case 10:

The subject is rejected by and alienated from many
of the other students in his school. Other students
consider him to be 'dumb' due to his poor academic
performance (~result of a learning disability).
Eventually, he began to associate with other youth
who are 'angry and rejected'.

Case 15:

The subject and his peers often drink and smoke
mar1JUana. His peers often challenge him to steal.
He usually gains attention from peers through his
acting-out behavior. However, he is not very
close to his peers and is somewhat of a loner.

Case 23:

Youth seems to be a loner. He states that he has
no close friends. The incident which brought him
before the court, may have been partly a result
of gaining attention from peers.
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There are vast differences in peer relationships between the
delinquent and control groups.

First, it is evident that boys in the

delinquent group associate with peers who are "in trouble with the
police" and/or "are into the drug scene."

Although the peers of many

boys in the control group have been involved in deviant activities, they
are not involved with the police.

The ·theory of differential associa-

tion is strongly supported by the data.

However, there is one note of

caution: we do not have information on the amount of time the boys from
either group spend with both delinquent or relatively non-delinquent
boys.

Second, we found that delinquent boys were less likely to have

any close friends than are controls.

Finally, it seems that adolescent

peer groups use behavior patterns, i.e., delinquent or non-delinquent,
as a criteria of membership.

Individual peer groups may participate

in

deviant behavior, but many also seem to set moral standards which limit
the extent or seriousness of deviant activities.
Thus, white, middle-class delinquent boys from the suburbs form
separate peer associations from boys not involved with the police or
with the "drug culture."

It seems as if the delinquent boys are

rejected by relatively non-delinquent peers.

It also seems that the

delinquent boys do not have adequate social skills necessary to maintain good peer relationships.

As we have seen in previous chapters.,

most of the delinquent boys have weak attachments to both their parents
and the school.

Controls, on the other hand, have strong attachments.

Therefore, the controls are more likely to bring a history of good
social relationships into the adolescent peer group than are delinquents.

The serious anti--social activities of the delinquent boys may
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also be seen as a liability by non-delinquent peers and serve as a
source of rejection.

In general, the delinquent boys experience dif-

ferent social situations than do boys in the control group.

Delin-

quents tend to have weaker social bonds to the family, school and peer
group.

It also seems that controls have a greater stake in conventional

society.

This is evidenced by the fact that they and their peers are

much less likely to have contacts with the juvenile justice system.
Controls do commit delinquent acts, as revealed by the self reports, but
they seem to limit their deviant behavior to less serious infractions of
the law than those committed by the delinquent boys.
In the next chapter we will investigate the relevance of containment theory as an explanation of white middle-class delinquency.

It is

interesting to note that many of the factors which are important to control theory are also relevant to containment theory.
some differences between the two theories.

There also are

CHAPTER VII
CONTAINMENT THEORY

The final theory to be tested as a possible explanation of white
middle-class delinquency among suburban boys is that of containment.
Pioneered by Reckless (1961, 1967 and 1970) and others, i.e., Reckless,
Dinitz and Murray (1956), Reckless, Dinitz and Kay (1967), and Dinitz,
Scarpitti and Reckless (1962), the theory is based on external (outer)
containment and inner containment.

Essentially, external containment

refers to the moral restraints exerted by primary groups, especially the
family, over its members.

External constraint is effective, if the

members conform to the group's normative standards.

Inner containment

is the ability of the inner-self to conform to the constraints of outer
containment.
Reckless and his co-researchers believe that the family is the
major component of external containment.
and control theories are similar.

In this respect, containment

Both theories are based upon the

quality of social bonds youth hold with significant others.

If the

bonds are strong the group is more likely to control or contain a youth's
behavior to conform to the group norms.

In effect a youth with strong

bonds would not be likely to jeopardize his/her relationships by violating group norms.

On the other hand a youth with weak attachments has

less to lose by violating the norms.

In Chapter 6 we have already

demonstrated that there are statistically significant differences in the
quality of social bonds between delinquents and controls.
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boys have weaker attachments to their parents than control.

Another

index of external control which we are able to measure, is identification with group members. Delinquents were found to identify significantly less with their fathers than controls.

However, both research

groups have relatively low levels of identity with their mothers.

It

is thought that this latter variable is a measure of sex identity and
it seems probable that boys would identify less with a female role
model.
Inner containment is considered more important than its external
counter-part in mobile, industrialized societies, according to Reckless
(1970).

self.

The basis of inner containment is relative strength of the
An important index which can be operationalized through our data

is the self-concept. 1
concepts than controls.

It is assumed that delinquents have lower selfThe inner component of containment theory,

however, i.s not compatible to control theory since Hirschi (1969: 8688) gives little importance to the self as a cause or influence of

delinquent behavior.
Hypothesis:

There is no difference in self-concepts between
delinquents and controls.

lin addition to the studies by Reckless. and hi.s co-researchers,
Jensen (1973) found that a positive self-concept is related to positive
relationships between youth and their parents. Jensen and Voss (1969)
also found that peer relationships have an effect on the quality of
one • s self-·concept. Thus, both Jensen and Voss recormnend that containment and differential association together provide a better causal
explanation of delinquency than either theory by itself. Finally,
Waldo (1967) and Freese (1972) found a direct relationship between
positive self-concept and high academic achievement. These studies
reveal a direct relationship between positive self-concept, and
positive family relationships, peer group relationships and high
academic achievement. Reckless indicates that external and inner containments are separate entities.
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Before comparing the self images of the delinquent boys and controls, the measures of self-image for both groups will be discussed.
First, self-images of boys in the control group were measured on a
scale of nine items (Table 7-1}.

This scale of self-concept was

devised by the Institute for Juvenile Research for the "Youth in
Illinois" study.

The self-image of each boy is based upon the mean

score of all nine items.

The mean scores are classified as either

"high," "medium," or "low" self concepts.
A review of the responses to the nine questionnaire items which
comprise the self-concept scale (Table 7-1) reveals that many of the
control have some doubts, reservations, insecurities, etc., about
themselves.

For example, most of the controls. (about 90 percent)

wished to change "some things" about themselves, and 58 percent were
afraid that someone is going to make fun of them.

It does not seem

very surprising that adolescents would want to make some changes about
themselves, since adolescence is a transitional period from childhood
to adulthood.

It is also likely that pressures of scholastic achieve-

ment and acceptance by peers would cause an adolescent (or others) to
become apprehensive if he thought someone would make fun of him.
Many of the controls have some concerns about their personal
abilities.

About one-half (51 percent) feel there are times when they

cannot learn.

Fifty percent also responded that they are stopped

"every" time or some times when they try to get ahead.

However, 73.5

percent believe that hard work is more important than good luck in
achieving success.

It is als.o noteworthy that 77.1 percent of the

controls responded "not true" and the remainder responded "sorne\<lhat

TABLE 7-1

SCALE OF SELF IHA,GE UJDICES FOR THE BOYS OF THE CONTROL GROUP
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I Really Enjoy Life
I Feel Tense Most of the Time
I Find Life an Endless Series of
Problems with No Solutions in Sight
I am Afraid Someone is Going to
Hake Fun of He

18

(36)

32

(64)

6

(12)

19

(38)

25

(50)

50

(100)

50

(100)
1-'
l11

5

(10)

17

(34)

28

(56)

50

(100)

12

(24)

17

(34)

21

(42)

50

(100)

I Sometimes Feel that I Just
Can't Learn

3

(6 .1)

22

(44.9)

24

(49)

49

(100)

Good Luck is ~·fore Important than
Hard \\fork for Success

1

( 2)

12

(24.5)

36

(73.5)

49

(100)

Every Time I try to Get Ahead
Something Stops He

4

( 8. 3)

20

( 41. 7)

24

(SO)

48

(100)

11

(22. 9)

32

(77 .1)

48

(100)

26

(53.1)

5

(10.2)

49

(100)

People Like Me Don't Have
Much of a Chance to be
Successful in Life
There Are Many Things About
Myself I would Like to Change

18

(36. 7)

""'
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true" to the item: "people like me don't have much of a chance to be
successful in life."

Although many of the controls indicate some frus-

trations about learning and "getting ahead," they have strong feelings
that they have good chances of being "successful in life."
Finally, there are three items which relate to general emotional
states.

Fifty percent of the controls relate that they have tense

feelings (12 percent feel tense most of the time and 38 percent feel
tense some of the time).

Similarly, 10 percent responded "very true"

and 34 percent responded "somewhat true" to the statement, "I find
life an endless series of problems with no solutions in sight."

How-

ever, all of the controls have at least some enjoyment of life.

For

example, 36 percent responded, "very true" and 64 percent responded,
"somewhat true" to the item, "I really enjoy life.
In general, many of the controls are concerned about their
abilities and social acceptance, and many report having some tension
and problems.

It appears that these white middle-class, adolescent

males face many pressures and challenges in their social and academic
environments.

However, the frustrations, pressures, and other

obstacles of life seem to be offset by strong feelings of future suecess and an enjoyment of life.

As indicated in Table 7-2, 32 percent

of the controls have a relatively high self-concept, 64 percent have
a medium score and only 4 percent have a low self-concept. 2

2The possible range of individual self-concept scores for boys
in the control group is from 1.0 (low) to 3.0 (high). The actual
range is 1.22 to 2.89 and the mean score is 2.26. The quality of
self-concept is as follows: low = 1. 0 to 1. 54, medium = 1. 6 to 2. 39,
and high = 2.4 to 3.0
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It is not possible to relate the nine-item scale which measures
self-concept for controls to boys in the delinquent group.

However,

there is information in the court records, mainly psychological narratives, which summarize levels of self-consept.

It is possible to code

self-concepts for fifteen delinquent boys as being either "high,"
"medium," or "low."

Thus, self-concepts of boys from both research

groups may be scored on a similar scale and compared.

A few examples of

self-concept summaries for delinquent boys follows:
Case 1:

Youth has feelings of hopelessness 1 defeatismr
inadequacy and self-depreciation. He is
extremely anxious. The boy has a weak ego
structure, low productive resources and will
not face up to his problem. One report
states that the subject acts out in an effort
to reassume his masculine adequacy. He is
impulsive and emotionally immature and fixated
at age seven.
This young man seems to know the correct thing
to do in the ethical sense, but his antagonism
and hostile attitude warp his practical judgment.
He has a strong need to receive affection from
others. He is lonely and depressed.
(Coded: "low" self-concept)

Case 7:

Youth • s low self-·concept is a result of being
rejected by his parents. The parents with the
aide of a sibling criticize and tease the subject, and use him as a scapegoat. The boy
seems frustrated and depressed.
(Coded: "low" self-concept)

Case 15:

This young man has a negative self-concept. He
feels inferior, weak, worthless and is easily
intimidated. He is immature and impulsive and
seeks attention and status from peers. This
acting out has tended to be hostile, destructive
and sometimes sadistic.
(Coded: "Low" self-concept)

Case 22:

Although the youth has been tense, and had some
anger with his parents and had some feelings of
insecurity, he was able to improve his situation.
Improvements were made in the family and school,
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and he developed a few positive outside interests.
This ability to improve his situation along with
the understanding of his parents is indicative of
a good self-image.
(Coded: "medium" self-concept.)
Self-concepts of delinquents and controls are compared in Table 72. It is evident that the controls are much more likely to have medium
or high self-concepts than are delinquents.

The mode of self-concept

scores falls within the median range, which represents almost two-thirds
(64 percent) of the boys in the control group.

Almost one-third (32

percent) of the controls have high self-concepts and only 4 percent have
low scores.

This contrasts sharply with the self-concepts of the delin-

quent boys.

The modal category of self-concept for the delinquents is

"low."

Of the case records which include self-concept evaluations, 86.7

percent fall in the "low" range.

Only one of the delinquents has a

medium score and another has a high self-concept.
There is no similarity between self-concept scores of delinquent
boys and controls.

The Z score of 6.41 is significant at the .05 level,

which indicates that signi£icant di£ferences in self-concept exist between the two groups.

Also, the gamma coe£ficient of -0.89 verifies

that a strong positive relationship exists. between delinquency and low
self-concept.

Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected,

As Table 7-2 illustrates, thirteen (86.7 percent) of the boys in
the delinquent group (w.ho have sufficient data on self-concept in the
court records) and only two (4 percent} of the controls have poor selfconcepts.

As a note of interest, there was only one negative relation-

ship among the two controls, one boy has a negative relationship with
his mother.

However, the delinquent boys wi.th "low" self-concepts have
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TABLE 7-2

SELF CONCEPTS OF DELINQUENTS AND CONTROLS

Self Concept
of Respondents

Delinsuents
Number
Percent

Controls
Number

Percent

High

1

6. 7)

16

( 32. 0)

Medium

1

6. 7)

32

( 64. 0)

13

(86. 7)

2

( 4. 0)

15

(100.1)*

50

(100. 0)

Low

Totals
G

-0.89

Z

6.29 (Significant at the

*Rounding error

.as

level)
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many weak attachments to the family, school and peers.

For example,

eleven of these boys have weak attachments to both parents and a
twelfth delinquent has a weak attachment to the father only.

Also,

eleven delinquents have below average grades and ten associate with
delinquent peers and/or drug abusers.

In addition, eight

of the

delinquent boys with poor self-concepts have a combination of weak
attachments to both parents, below average grades, and associate with
delinquents and/or drug abusers.
Forty-eight (96 percent) of the controls and only two (13.3 percent) of the delinquents have positive self-concepts.

The controls

with positive self-concepts also have strong bonds to conventional
society.

For example,

forty-two (87.8 percent) have strong attach-

ments to both parents and the school, and do not associate with peers
who are "in trouble with the police" or "into the drug scene."

How-

ever, two (4.2 percent) of the controls with positive self-concepts
have weak attachments to both parents, and another two have weak
attachments to only one parent.

Only two of the controls with positive

self-concepts reported below average grades, and two associate with
delinquent or drug abusing peers.

In reference to the two delinquent

boys with positive self-concepts, one has a negative relationship with
his mother, while the other lias. below average grades and associates
with delinquent peers.
Empirical results of this study lend support to containment
theory.

The most important component of the theory is inner-contain-

ment, which is measured by the quality of self-concept.

The present

study found that boys in the control group have significantly higher

160

self-concepts than the boys in the delinquent group.

According to the

theory, positive parental ties are, also, directly related to positive
self-concepts.

Our results concluded that 91.7 percent of the controls

with positive self-concepts have positive relationships with both
parents.

On the other hand, 84.6 percent of the delinquents with

negative self-concepts have weak relationships with their parents.
outer containment is not as well defined as inner containment.

However,

the findings of this study reveal that delinquents with poor self-concepts are more likely to associate with other delinquents and drug
abusing peers than controls with positive self concepts. 3

Thus, a

positive self-concept may be considered an insulator from the pressures
and pulls of unconventional society.

3

There is also evidence that positive levels of academic achievement and associations with relatively non-delinquent peers are related
to positive self-concepts. For example, 95.8 percent of the controls
with positive self-concepts have average or better grades, and 95.8
percent do not associate with delinquent or drug abusing peers. Therefore, positive self-concepts are related to the quality of peer relationships and average or above average levels of academic achievement.

CHAPTER VIII

COMBINED EFFECTS OF PARENTAL RELATIONSHIPS, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT,
PEER ASSOCIATIONS AND SELF-CONCEPT ON DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR

The previous four chapters provide empirical support for three
theories (control, containment and differential association) which, at
least partially, provide explanations for delinquent behavior among
white middle-class boys from suburbia.

This support is based upon 13

independent variables which are related to delinquency (supported by
their association signs

~f

gamma and significant Z scores).

Another

method of explaining delinquent behavior is through a multivariate
technique.

The advantage of a multivariate technique is that it offers

a more encompassing analysis of the adolescent social environment than
is possible through a single independent variable.
Discriminant analysis is a statistical technique which is well
suited to measure the combined effects of a group of variables.

Its

value for the purpose of this study is that discriminant analysis has
the ability to determine the set of independent variables which best
differentiate the delinquent and control groups.

This technique may

also serve as a model to predi.ct behavior outcomes based on selected
variables. 1
Data entered into the computation of a discriminant analysis.
includes scores for each selected, independent variable for each case

lThe discriminant analysis utilized in this chapter is adapted
from The Statistical Package of the Social Sciences (cf. Nie, et al.,
1975).
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in both research groups.

As stated previously, selection into one of

the research groups is based on whether or not the subject is under
court supervision, an agent of social control.
delinquent group are under court supervision.

All of the boys in the
Boys in the control

groups, with a possible exception of one, are not under such supervision.
Thus, for illustrative purposes (Figures 8-1 and 8-2), delinquents are
designated as group one (1), and controls as group two (2).
Careful consideration must be given to the selection of independent variables which are entered into a discriminant analysis.

For this

study, it is important that the theories of control, containment and
differential association be represented in the selection of independent
variables.

Therefore, indices of the family, school, peer group and

self-concept are required.

However, precautions must be taken to

prevent multicollinearity.

For example, the two variables: "peers in

trouble with the police" and "peers into the drug scene" are similar
measures of peer associations.

In fact, in the case of the delinquent

boys, both variables refer to the same peer group(s).

Thus, if both

variables are entered, they would in effect measure the same phenomena
twice, and artificially increase the magnitude of the effects of peer
associations.

Only one of the variables, "peers in trouble with the

police" was selected.
peer drug item.

This item has. fewer missing values than does the

Also, all of the delinquent boys, except one (where

information is available), who associate with "peers into the drug
scene" also associate with "peers in trouble with the poli.ce."
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Similarly, there are five variables regarding the father-son relationship which have

statistically significant differences.

There are

only four variables which meet the above criteria for the mother-son
relationship.

It was thought to enter one variable for both the father-

son and the mother-son relationships, since many previous studies
(Chapter 1) indicate that important differences exist in the relationships with each parent.

Three variables which measure: (1) the percep-

tions of how well the boys believe that their parents understand them;
(2) whether or not they take their parents advice and (3) how closely
the boys identify with their parents were not entered.

These variables

are the most difficult to code and have the most missing values.

The

variable, "How well do you get along with your father/mother," was
selected over the variable, "Are you able to talk freely with your
mother/father."

This former ·variable seems to be the best measure of

the social bond and is based on a scale of four possible ranks (more
than the other parent-child variables).
In total, five independent variables are entered into the discriminant analysis: (1) "how well the boy gets along with his father?"
(2) "how well the boy gets along with his mother?"

(3) grade rank in

school; (4) whether or not "peers are in trouble with the police;" and
(5) the self-concept scale.

The variables related to the school and

self-concept are the only ones available on these subjects due to

•
limitations of available data.

These five variables are believed to

represent the best combination of factors which represent the family,
school, peer group and self-concept.

They serve as indices through

which the combined effects of control, containment and differential
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association theories may be analyzed.
The stepwise selection method was chosen for its capacity to
enter only those independent variables which have the highest discriMinant powers into the final analysis; four of the five variables
originally entered, remained.

The variable which addresses the mother-

son relationship is deleted because its discriminant power would provide
little to the overall discriminant function.

As discussed in Chapter 4,

sixteen of the 17 delinquent boys, who had poor relationships with
their mothers, also have poor relationships with their fathers.
Although the mother-son relationship is

deleted,

the father-son

relationship remains in the final analysis, leaving a family-related
variable.

One advantage of this deletion is that it eliminates the

chance that the combination of mother-son and father-son variables
measure a relationship which is very similar.
The final step in the analysis results in a Wilks' lambda of
.0991.

The Wilks' lambda measures the amount of discriminating power

contained in the set of variables which remain after the final step in
the analysis.

Since a high scores for a Wilks' lambda is indicative of

a weak discriminating power, our low score indicates that the overall
discriminating power is very strong.

Also, the chi-square score

of

124.84 with four degrees of freedom indicates that the discriminating
data is statistically significant.
The discriminant analysis computes a centroid score for each
research group.

A group centroid is essentially the average (mean)

score of the individual cases which comprise the group.

The distance
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between group centroids is determined by the discriminating power
derived from the independent variables which remain in the computation
after the last step of the analysis.

For example, if the group cen-

troids are far apart, it would be indicative of a great discriminating
power.

On the other hand, centroids which are relatively close to one

another reflect less powerful discriminating influences.
Classification information for each case is displayed in Figure
8-1.

Beginning at the left is the case sequence number.

missing values.

Second are the

There are no missing values for the control group.

However, the delinquent group has a total of 25 missing values.

Most

of the missing information (12 items) is from the self-concept variable.
There are also three (3) missing scores on the father-son relationship,
and five (5) missing values for both grade rank and type of peer associations.

We opted to retain cases with missing values.

Thus, an

option was selected which substitutes a missing value with the total
mean for that particular independent variable.
Under "actual group:" (1) signifies membership in the delinquent
group and (2) indicates membership in the control group.

The category

of "highest group" is based upon individual discriminant scores.
are classified according to which group they "fit best."

Boys

For example,

some delinquent boys have discriminant scores closer to the centroid of
the control group than their own. Thus, their "highest group" is the control group.

A series of three asterisks (***) to the left of "actual

group" scores signifies that the case does not "fit" into its "actual
group."

P (Z/G) indicates the probability that an individual case

belongs to its "highest group" according to its distance from the cen-

FIGURE 8-1
INDIVIDUAL DISCRIMINANT CLASSIFICATIONS

Case Sequence
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Mis
Val

1
2
1
1
1
2
2
1
1

1
1
1
1
2
1
3

Sel

Actual
Group
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

***
***
***
***

***

***
***

Highest Probability
P (X/G)
Group
P (G/X)
1
1
2
2
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2

0.7875
0.9709
0.7027
0.0928
0.2007
0.4383
0.0182
0.7877
0.2973
0.1654
o. 4130
0.7875
0.7875
0.4383
0.7875
0.4130
0.6499
0.8732
0.7875
0.7875
0.5947
0.1140
0.0398
0.1188

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1. 0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1. 0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

2nd Highest
Group
P(G/X)
2
2
1
1
2
2
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
2
2
1
1

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo
o.oooo
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Discriminant
Scores
7.6775
-7.3715
1.5670
-0.4956
-6.1283
-6.6328
-1.1762
0.9160
-6.3658
-6.0208
-8.2265
-7.6775
-7.6775
-6.6328
-7.6775
-8.2265
1.6391
-7.5675
-7.6775
-7.6775
-6.8759
-5.8273
-0.8702
-0.3746
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Case Sequence
Number

Mis
Val

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

1
1
1

Sel

Actual
Group
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

***

Highest Probability
Group
P (X/G)
P(G/X)
1
2
1

***

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

0.1654
0.0398
0.2796
0.5769
0.6525
0.4308
0.6525
0.8852
0.6525
0.2296
o. 7877
0.0273
0.8852
0.6299
0.8852
0.8852
o. 7877
0.8852
o. 7877
0.7317
0. 7877
0.9707
0.4308
o. 7877

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

2nd Highest
Group
P (G/X}
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo
o.oooo
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo

0.0000

o.oooo
0.0000
0.0000

Discriminant
Scores
-6.0208
-0.8702
-6.3268
0.6274
0.7349
1.9731
0.7349
1.0410
0.7349
2.3867
1.4545
-5.2012
1.0410
1.6671
1.0410
1.0410
1.4545
1.0410
1.4545
0.8425
1.4545
1.1485
1.9731
1.4545
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Case Sequence
Number

Mis
Val

Sel

49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
Symbols. Used in Plots:

Actual
Group
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Highest Probability
Group
P(X/G)
P(G/X)
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

0.7877
0.6299
0.7082
0.7877
0.8852
0.6299
0.9707
0.7877
0.5074
0.7877
0.4308
0.8140
0.9707
0.7082
0.9707
0.3326
0.9707
0.4308
0.3706
0.8852
0.4308
0.4308
0.9707
0.5769
0.4308
0.3706
0.6525
0.9707
0.7317

Symbol, Group, Label (1)

=

2nd Highest
Group
P G/X)

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

Delinquent Group;

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo

0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo
o.oooo
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

o.oooo
o.oooo

(2) Control Group.

Discriminant
Scores
1.4545
1. 6671
1.5595
1.4545
1.0410
1.6671
1.1485
1.4545
0.5224
1.4545
1. 9731
0.9500
1.1485
1. 5595
1.1485
0.2163
1.1485.
1. 9731
2.0806
1.0410
1.9731
1.9731
1.1485
0.6274
1. 9731
2.0806
0.7349
1.1485
0.8425
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troid.

A low P (X/G) score suggests that the case may not belong to its

"highest group."

Finally, at the far right, the discriminant scores are

the mean scores for individual cases and represent their spatial plot on
the histogram (Figure 8-2).
The histogram, illustrated in Figure 8-2, locates the group centroids for the delinquents and centroids.

It also plots each case.

groups centroids are -7.21 for delinquents and 1.19 for controls.

The
The

distance between the group centroids is considerable attesting to the
great discriminating power of the independent variables.

Plots of

delinquents are signified by the number (1) and controls by the number
(2).

There is very little overlapping of cases.

In fact, if an imaginary

vertical line is superimposed perpendicular to the 0.2 horizontal plane,
only three delinquents would be plotted to its right and one control to
its left.

However, eight of the delinquents and one control do not "fit"

into their "actual groups."

(These exceptions will be examined later.)

On the basis of the individual discriminant scores,

we are able to pre-

dict "highest group" memberships for 70.4 per cent of the delinquents and
an amazing 98 per cent of the controls.

The combined predictability for

both groups is a most satisfactory 88.3 per cent.

Therefore, the four

variables (father-son relationship, grade rank, peer associations and
self-concent prove to be very reliable predictors of delinquent behavior
for this study.
An assessment of the nine cases which do not fall within their

actual groups shows that their misplacement largely results from the
·great discriminating power of a single variable, type of peer association.
An

explanation of the extreme influence may be seen in Figure 8-3 which

FIGURE 8-2
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displays the standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients.
These coefficients are similar to the beta weights obtained from multiple
regression analysis and determine the relative discriminating powers of
each variable.

For example, peers are about twice as important as self-

concept, and self-concept is about twice as important as either grade
rank or the father-son relationship.

The sign has no influence on the

discriminating influence.
There is only one boy from the control group who is plotted relatively close to the delinquent centroid and far distant from his actual
group.

He is, also, the only control who reported that his peers have

been in trouble with the police.

The eight delinquents who did not fall

into their actual group are the only ones who did not leave indications
that their peers have been in trouble with the police.

For example,

three of the delinquents are not known to associate with peers who are in
trouble with the police.
other five delinquents.

Information on this variable is missing on the
Although the variable related to peers has a

very powerful discriminating function, it does not throw the classification scheme out of proportion.

If we account for the other three vari-

ables, we find that some of these deviant cases do not "fit" into their
"actual" groups.

A few of the other deviant cases form a small cluster

of their own.
Now let us examine those cases which have predicted group classifications that deviate from their actual groups.

There are only 7 (14 per

cent) boys in the control group who reported one or more negative responses to the four variables used in the discriminant analysis.
these boys have only one negative response.
predicted group classification.

Five of

Yet they remain in their

There are also two controls who have two
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FIGURE 8-3
STANDARDIZED CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT COEFFICIENTS

variable

Grade Rank
Get Along with Father

Discriminant
Coefficient
0.2731
-0.2258

Peer Associations

1. 0180

Self-Concept

0.4817
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negative responses.

One of the boys (case number 36) with two negative

responses has a discriminant score which is closer to the delinquent
centroid than that of his actual group.
not fit into his actual group.

Thus, it is likely that he does

However, the other boy

with two negative

scores (case number 60) seems out of place with a discriminant score of
0.95.

It is extremely close to the control group's centroid of 1.185.

It would seem that this case would be more appropriate with a discriminant score which is further from its actual group's centroid in the
direction toward the centroid of the delinquent group.
Discriminant scores for three of the delinquent boys, cases 3, 8,
and 17, are very close to the centroid of the control group (Figures 8-1
and 8-2).

The social relationship of these boys

is very positive.

Therefore they are more similar with the boys in the control group rather
than with the other delinquent boys.

One of these boys, case 8, has fewer

contacts with the juvenile justice system (two court petitions and no
community adjustments) than the other delinquents.
faced unuaual situations.

The other two boys

Case 3 had a severe head injury as a child

which resulted in a brain abnormality.
critical illness of his father.

He was also very tense due to a

Although there is a warm relationship

between family members, they are not able to cope well with their medical
problems.

Finally, case 17 was

influenced by a delinquent step-brother

who carne to live in his horne soon after his mother remarried.

Soon after

the step-brother moved out, the delinquent behavior of case 17 ceased.
Five delinquents (case numbers 4, 7, 23, 24, and 26 with discriminant scores ranging from -0.3746 to -1.1762) fit closer to the centroid
of the control group than that of their actual group.

However, they form

a separate cluster of their own (refer to Figure 8-2).

Before proceeding
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into the explanation for this occurrence, it should be noted that case
number 24 is missing information on three variables.

The boy was placed

in a series of boarding schools, resulting in a lack of information on
grades, peer associations and self-concept.
Responses to the father-son relationship, grades, and self-image by
the other four boys were generally negative.

For example, two of the

boys scored negatively on two of these variables and two have negative
scores on all three items.

The reason that they are relatively closer to

the control groups' centroid than their own centroid is that all of them
are missing scores on the type of peer association variable.
they would be closer to the delinquent group's centroid.

Otherwise,

The great dis-

criminant powers of the peer association variable is responsible for
placing this cluster close to the control group's centroid.

The combined

effects of the other variables are strong enough to pull all of the cases
in this cluster slightly, but entirely, out of the large cluster of cases
represented by the control group.

It would seem that this cluster of

delinquent boys is better suited for a position much closer to the larger
cluster of delinquent boys.
delinquents as a third group.

We are designating this small cluster of
The other two groups are the larger cluster

of delinquents and the large cluster of controls.
one grouping of controls and two of delinquents.

Thus, we are left with
The small cluster of

delinquents has less in common with controls then with delinquents.

This

is demonstrated by their P (X/G) scores of .09, .0!, .04, .12, and .04
respectively.

Thus, indicating that these cases have a very low proba-

bility of actually falling in the "highest group" (the control group).
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Conclusion
Discriminant analysis has proved to be a valuable technique for our
study of white middle-class delinquency among suburban boys.

The com-

bined effects of four variables, i.e., father-son relationship, grade
rank, peer associations and self-concept are found to have great discriminating powers which differentiate delinquents from controls.

As

illustrated in Figure 8-2, about 88 per cent of the boys are classified
according to their actual groups.

The histogram also depicts a third

cluster of five delinquent boys classified under the "highest group"
category as being closer to the control group's centroid, than to their
own.

However, there is a low probability that they actually hold member-

ship in their "highest group."

Since this small cluster falls outside of

the large cluster of controls, it is designated as a second delinquent
cluster.

By removing case 24, which has three missing values, four

additional cases may be cons.idered as "correctly" classified.

Thus, 85.2

per cent (23 cases) of the delinquents and 93.5 per cent (72 cases) of
the boys from both groups are differentiated by the four independent
variables.
The combined discriminating powers of the four variables, mentioned
above, are most impressive in differentiating the boys in both research
groups.

They are also indices related to three theories, i.e., control,

containment and differential association.

For example, three independent

variables (father-son relationship, grade rank, and peer association)
which are indices of control theory account for about three-fourths of the
variance or discriminating power represented by the standardized canonical
discriminant coefficients (Figure 8-3).

About one-third of the variance

is represented by indices of containment theory (father-son relationship,
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and self-concept).

Finally, about one-half of the variance may be

explained by differential association (peer associations).
three theories explains all of the variance.

None of the

Thus, a multivariate or

multi-theoretical formulation may provide the best explanation of white
middle-class delinquency among suburban boys.
However, the results of this study must be viewed with some caution.
For example, the sample sizes of both research groups are small.

Informa-

tion collected on the delinquent boys was transferred from a qualitative
document onto a quantitative questionnaire.
from the delinquent group.

There are many missing values

Finally, empirical data is not available to

address all of the major features of each of the three theories.

Although

these and other difficulties exist, this study provides a valuable insight
into middle-class delinquency among suburban boys.

In the concluding

chapter, additional comments about the data and findings are discussed
along with suggestions for future studies.

CHAPTER I.X

OVERVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Sununary

Out study examines serious delinquent behavior among white, middleclass boys residing in suburban communities.

The major focus. of our

inquiry is on two major aspects of delinquency,

First, is an analysis

of participation in delinquent acts by middle-class boys, as compared to
boys of lower-socioeconomic s.tatus, in specific offense categories, i.e.,
hedonistic and non-hedonistic.

There is. also a review of involvement by

our experimental and control groups. in delinquent activities,

Second, is

an investigation of causal factors related to middle-class delinquency.
Three theories., control (Hirschi, 1969), differential association (Sutherland, 1970) and containment (Reckless, 1961, 1967 and 1970) were selected
for empirical scrutiny.

Selection of thes.e three theories is based upon

their applicability across socioeconomic boundaries.

These theories also

allow us to inquire into family, school, peer group and self-consept
related variables.

We also applied a multivariate technique, discrimi-

nant analysis, to test variables. related to all three theories.
In our s.earch for pos.sihle ans.wers, we utilized available data from
two sources.

First, an experimental (delinquent) group was s.elected from

archival records of the Juvenile Court of Cook County, Illinois.

Second,

a control group was chosen from questionnaires compiled by the Institute
for Juvenile Research.

We placed strict definitions for inclus.ion into

both res.earch groups (white males, 14-16 years of age, in school, residence
177
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in a suburban community of Chicago, and college educated fathers who are
employed in professional or managerial positions).
limited number of boys, 27 delinquent& and 50

Thi.s resulted in a

control~

who met our

requirements.
Since the original data existed in two forms, qualitative and quantitative, it became necessary to develop a method of comparing the Court
and LJ.R. data.

This was accomplished through a modified version of the

I.J.R. questionnaire.

The modified questionnaire contained items which

serve as indices for the tes.t of our hypotheses.

Use of this modified

version required the conversion of the Court's qualitative information
into quantitative form through a precise coding process.
Although we had access to very good sources of data, and were conscientious in our methodological procedures, there are some important
limitations of the study.
groups is small.

First, the numerical size of both research

However, the delinquent group represents the total

number of boys meeting our criteria who were under the supervision of a
probation field unit for a period of one year.

Second, there is a three

to four year difference between the collection of the information for the
control and delinquent groups.

Third, the Institute for Juvenile Res.earch

questionnaire does. not have a provision to identify socioeconomic s.tatus
for one-parent families headed by a mother.
Fourt~

the probation officers may interject personal bias into their

reports., as found by Needleman (19811 •

I.t is. pos.sible that probation

officers have preconceived idea& about delinquents and their families,
peers, school disposition and self-concept.

Also, some probation officers

emphasize some factors more than others. However, the Court records
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reviewed for this study contained reports from many sources, i.e., probation officers, psychologists., social workers and school officials.
seldom found conflicting information in the case records.

We

Similarly,

there is. a possibility of subjective hias on the part of a coder (transfering the Court data onto the modified questionnaire) .
two persons coded each questionnaire.
85 percent of the items coded.

For this reason,

Their scores were in agreement on

The possibility of the labeling effect

must also be taken into consideration for the Court cases.
Finally, there is a problem of miss.ing information in some of the
Court records.

Therefore, it is not possible to code all of the question-

naire items related to the family, school, peer group and self-concept.
Missing information is not problematic for boys. represented in the control group.
The boys in our delinquent group have commi ted more s.erious offenses
than the delinquent boys in most other studies of middle-class, suburban
delinquency.

Our delinquent group is comprised of boys under the super-

vision of an agent of social control, the Juvenile Court.

The 27 boys

who are represented in the delinquent group have a total of 250 official
contacts. with the juvenile justice system.
adjustments and 130 court petitions,

This includes 120 community

The petitioned offens.es are mainly

for serious. acts agains.t property and persons, e.g., burglary, robbery,
ars.on, battery and vandalism.

Many of the petitioned offenses. would be

considered felonies: if they were committed by an adult.

It was observed

that in general petitions are issued for s.erious offens.es and community
adjustments are based upon less serious infractions.

The subjects of

many of the other studies of middle-clas.s delinquency (Greeley and Casey,
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1963; Meyerhoff and Meyerhoff, 1964; Vaz, 1965; and Richards, Berk and
Forster, 1979) seem to have committed less. serious offenses.
Boys in the control group also engaged in considerable involvement
in deviant activities, according to their s.elf-reports.

The involvement

of the controls is similar to other studies of self-reported delinquency
among middle-class boys.

However, few seem to engage in frequent acts

of delinquency and only 6 percent admitted to a theft of money or an
object with a value of $20.00 or more.

Thus, the boys in our delinquent

group engaged in much more s.erious delinquent behavior than the boys in
our control group ar those repres.ented in other self-reported studies of
middle-class boys.
Our findings contradict other studies which relate middle-class
delinquency to attributes. of the lower-class (.Bohlke, 1961; Greeley and
Casey, 1963).

We did not find any evidence that the delinquent boys

adopted life styles or other characteristics of the lower-class. as would
be assumed by the above-mentioned studies.

We also refute the assump-

tions by Shulman (1949), Cohen and Short (1958), England (1960), and Vaz
(1967) that middle-class youth are more likely to commit hedonistic than
non-hedonistic acts of delinquency in comparison to youth of lower socioeconomic status.

We compared self-reported hedonistic and non-hedonistic

offensss of boys in our control group with white boys of lower socioeconomic status from both suburban and the City of Chicago residences.

Our

findings reveal that there are no statistically significant differences
in self-reported hedonistic and non-hedonistic offenses between boys in
the control group and boys in either of the other two groups.

These

assumptions. are evolved from theories. which attempt to explain delinquency
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among lower socioeconomic populations.
support them.

Our empirical findings do not

This does not necessarily imply that theories based on

lower-class conditions are without value, but their inability to explain
middle-class delinquency does cast some doubts about their credibility.
Cohen (1955: 158) offers foresight into this potential problem .
• • • from the scientific point of view, middle-class delinquency
is a body of data with which any theory of juvenile delinquency
mus.t be consistent. Until this consistency can be established,
middle-class delinquency remains a continual source of embarrass.ment to those who would defend the theory.
We sought existing theories.
class delinquency.

which have the potential of explaining middle-

As. mentioned above, the theories must not be res-

tricted to the socioeconomic situations of a particular class.

An

addi-

tional criteria is that the theories. should include in their framework a
relationship with the family, s.chool, and/or peer group.

Three theories,

control (Hirschi, 1969), containment (Reckless; 1961, 1967, and 1970),
and differential association (Sutherland, 1970) were selected on the
basis of meeting our criteria.
Our premise that an explanation of middle-class delinquency lies in
factors. related to the family, s.chool, peer group and self-concept is
confirmed by the data.

For example, delinquent boys are significantly

less attached to both their mothers and fathers than are controls.

The

fact that the delinquent boys have weaker social bonds to their parents
is supportive of control theory.
external containment.

These findings also lend support to

The quality of family relationships is viewed by

both Hirschi (1969) and Reckless. (1970) as the most important feature of
their respective theories.
Control theory recognizes the school as a factor related to delin-
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quency, but it is not emphasized by either containment or differential
association.

The results of two school related variables reveal that

delinquents are less committed to the school.

First, controls are

sig~

nificantly more likely to have average or above average grades than the
delinquents.

Second, delinquents were at least five times more likely to

be suspended or expelled from school, thus, they are more likely to
reject school authority than controls..

Poor academic performance and

rejection of authority by delinquent boys indicate that they are less
likely to be attached to the school.
Both control theory and the theory of differential association are
partially supported by the fact that delinquents are significantly more
likely to associate with delinquent and/or drug abusing peers than controls.

However, one major factor which differentiates these theories

cannot be tested due to limitations of the data.

Differential associa-

tion theory, according to Sutherland (1970), stipulates that delinquency
is a behavior which is learned through group association.

Hirschi (1969),

on the other hand, maintains that delinquent behavior is learned before
associations occur with other delinquents.

In other words, delinquents

are attracted to one another after the fact of their delinquent behavior.
Unfortunately, we do not have information to determine whether differential association or control theory is the best explanation of middleclass delinquency.
Inner containment (Reckless: 1961, 1967 and 1970) is also supported
by

the data.

Delinquent boys are significantly more likely to have low

self-concepts than are boys in the control group.

A second indice of

inner containment, identification of a son to his father, results in a
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similar finding, i.e., controls are more likely to identify with their
fathers.

Although Reckless considers that a relatively strong degree of

inner containment may act as an insulator from delinquency, Hirschi
denies the importance of the self as a factor related to delinquent
behavior.

Control theory only relates. to the bonds maintained between

the individual and the group.

Containment theory relates to both the

group and the self.
A further analysis of the theories of control, containment and
differential association is conducted through a multivariate test, discriminant analysis.

Discriminant analysis has the capability of calcu-

lating the amount of variance, produced by selected independent variables, between the two research groups.

Care was taken in the selection

of independent variables to prevent multicollinearity.

The stepwise

method of discriminant analysis was selected due to its ability to select
the best set of variables according to their discriminating power.

Four

independent variables entered into the final analysis are: father-son
relationship, academic performance, peer group associations and selfconcept.

About one-half of the total variance between the two research

groups result from peer associations, about one-fourth is due to selfconcept, and the remainder is almost equally shared by the father-son
relationship and academic performance.
The variance explained by the four independent variables entered
into the discriminant analysis reveals support for each of the three
theories selected for an empirical test.

For example, the three inde-

pendent variables related to control theory (father-son relationship,
academic performance and peer associationsl account for about three-

184

fourths of the total variance.

The single index used to test differen-

tial association (peer associations) produces about one-half of the
total variance.

Also, the two independent variables (father-son rela-

tionship and self-concept) combine to explain over one-third of the total
variance related to containment theory.

While each theory is supported

by the variance of independent variables, no single theory explains all
of the variance.

The combination of these theories provides a better

explanation of white middle-class delinquency than any theory by itself.
We, also, found that over 93 percent of the boys from both. research
groups are differentiated by the discriminating power provided by the
four independent variables.
Research Recommendations
Our recommendations for future research on delinquent behavior
begin with a few methodological considerations.

One concern is the pro-

cess used to define delinquent and non-delinquent groups.

This is often

accomplished through an analysis of self-reported delinquency,

The

problem with this method is that the items often reflect petty offenses
or behavior not legally defined as a crime, e.g., cheating on an exam.
There is. a likelihood that the resulting categories of delinquency participation will not differ much. in seriousness of offenses.

Therefore, if

there is little difference in the dependent variable, significant differences in the independent variable(s) are, also, improbable.
When self-reported data is. used, we recommend that well defined
items of both serious and les.s serious delinquent behavior be included
There should be a definite time frame during which the self-reported
acts occurred, e.g., during the past year or past two years.

This would
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eliminate the reporting of acts which occurred at a very young age.

It

would also be beneficial to devise a numerical scale for the number of
self-reported acts rather than vague categories of "a few times" or
"often."

Finally, if a self-reported study classifies few, if any,

serious offenders, it may prove profitable to seek the subjects for the
experimental group from an agency of social control.

Serious offenders

represent a small proportion of the adolescent population and they may
not he randomly distributed in the population.

We found this to be a

valuable technique.
Another recommendation is to develop a survey instrument which contains indices related to a variety of theoretical orientations.

The

instrument should also include a sufficient number of indices to test the
various components of individual theories.

If this is accomplished, it

may be possible to discover both the strong and weak aspects of a theory.
One of the findings of this study is. that the combination of theoretical
elements provided a s.tronger explanation of delinquent behavior than any
one theory.

Also, as stated below, we are not able to clarify some of

the theoretical assumptions due to a lack of information.

Finally, a

method needs to be capable of interrelating the family, school, peer
group and self-concept variables.
In order to accomplish these goals we may have to become more
creative in our methodological procedures.

For example, a more effective

methodology may require a longitudinal technique, combined use of
quantitative and qualitative data, and the collection of data from youth,
parents, schools, etc.

A thorough analysis of the interrelationships

between variables and an examination of social process are likely to
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necessitate tedious methodological procedures,

It also may be profit-

able to refine our instruments and their quantifiable scales.
Although our study resulted in some interesting findings, it also
left a few important theoretical assumptions unanswered.

Each of the

three theories has limitations. The discriminant analysis revealed that
no one of the three theories is able to explain all of the variance
between the dependent variables.

For example, containment theory empha-

sizes the family as the most important factor of external containment,
but it does not stress. the influence of the school or the peer group.
On the other hand, differential association and control theories do not
explain the importance of self-concept.

In fact, Hirschi (1969) does not

believe that the influences of the self have any
of delinquency.

importance to the cause

The data related to self-concept in our study does not

support Hirschi • s belief.
Unfortunetly, our data does not allow us to examine sequences of
events.

For example, it would be of interest to determine if weak attach-

ments to the family precede poor academic performance and association
with delinquents..

On the other hand, it may be that poor academic per-

formance and association with delinquent peers leads to weak attachments
to the parents.

The sequence of events. is mos.t important in the

deter~

mination of whether differential association or control theory is a
better explanation of association with delinquent peers.

As discussed

earlier, control theory s:tates that delinquent behavior is acquired previous to association with delinquent peers..

On the other hand, differen-

tial association theory assumes that delinquent behavior is learned
through association with delinquents.

It would be of value to examine
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the order of these events in future research designs.
The discriminant analysis: als.o reveals that the type of peer associations are responsible for more variation, about one-half, than any of
the other independent variables..

We have some questions, as does Hirschi,

about the magnitude of this variable.

For example, boys with weak

attachments. to the family and/or the school may be more limited in their
choice of peer associations than b9ys with strong attachments. It may be
that roost youth do not desire to associate with other youth who participate in serious delinquent behavior.

From another point of view, it may

also be that relatively more serious. delinquent behavior and associations
with other delinquents are both the result of weak attachments to the
family and/or the school.

Thes.e issues need to be clarified before it is

possible to more fully evaluate the role of the peer group and its relationship to delinquency.
Policy Recommendations.
We conclude with a few comments on social policy.

First, there is

a concern regarding the content and utility of the case records.

Although

only juvenile court records were examined for this study, they usually
contained materials submitted by

non~ourt

sources, i.e,, school

officials., s.ocial workers 1 counselors. and psychologists from the public
and private sectors.

The individual documents. are quite lengthy 1 and the

review of a single family record requires a fair amount of time.
roer.tioned

As

earli.er, there were few contradictions between the different

sources. of information.

In

fact, the variety of sources seemed to improve

the credibi.lity of the information.
However 1 there are lapses. in the consistency of the quality of
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information in many of the case records.

The recorders may emphasize

some factors and provide incons.equential information on others.

This

may be the result of preconceived ideas on the cause of delinquency by
the recorder, as suggested by
in obtaining the information.

Needlema~

(_l981) or reflect difficulties

Concern rests on the abscence or incom-

pleteness of data on major social and psychological factors which numerous. research studies relate to the cause of delinquent behavior.

We

found much of the information to be of value for research purposes, but
inconsistencies in the quality of information should not be overlooked.
I.nprovements in the quality and consistency of information collected by social s.ervice agencies. would serve two major purposes.

First,

the development of treatment plans would be enhanced through a more
comprehensive social assessment of clients and their social environment.
If one or more major factors attributed to the probable cause of delinquency are not examined, treatment plans may not reflect the exact
nature of the problem.

We observed that in some cases the recommenda-

tions or treatment plans. and the actual treatment did not correspond with
the social assessment.

For example, parent-child relationships were

often cited as being problematic, but parents were less likely to be
included in counseling or therapy programs than their sons.

The case

records may prove more valuable by developing a more concise and comprehensive assessment with an improved linkage to both treatment plans and
the actual treatment.
Second, social s.ervice records have a definite value for research
into the etiology of delinquency and for the evaluation of therepeutic
programs..

As. stated earlier, many questions. need to be answered before
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we better understand the causes of delinquent and other forms of deviant
behavior.

There are also concerns about evaluating social programs.

Much of the attention tends to be

~m

the number of persons serviced and

compliance with administrative requirements.
little focus on the quality of services.

There seems to be relatively

It would be of interest to

evaluate which methods are most successful and what makes them work.

On

the other hand, it is also necessary to assess which techniques are not
very successful.
In keeping with the recent interest in applied sociology, it would
prove beneficial to build a closer relationship between the research and
social service communities.

By working together we may facilitate an

increased understanding of delinquent behavior and improve the quality of
social service methods.

This may require the removal of misconceptions,

stereotypes and apprehensions on the

par~s

of researchers and social

service personnel, but this. relationship is long overdue.

Hopefully,

the greatest benefactors will be our young people and their families.
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Survey lOI

The Institute for Juvenile Research has asked the Institute for Social Action,
a research organization, to survey the attitudes and opinions of young people in
the State of Illinois.
You are one of over 3,000 youth in 40 counties in Illinois chosen by scientific
probability sampling methods to participate in this study.
The questionnaire will take about 40 minutes to fill out. Please answer tlw qu<•stions as frankly and accurately as you can. Your answers will be absolutely C••nfidential. When you have completed the questionnaire, the interviewer will plac~ it
in an envelope, seal it, and return it immediately to the Institute for Social
Action office.
Almost all of the questions can be answered by drawing a circle around one or more
numbers in the right-hand margins of the questionnaire. For example:
Your age at your last birthday?
14
15
16
17

(CIRCLE ONE)

•.••••••.••••• 1
••.•.•••.••.•• 2
••••••••••••••
•.•••••••••••• 4

(6)

<D

Ignore these
numbers.
For office
use.

18 .••••..••••.•• 5

2!

Are you currently attending school?
No

~

®

1

After most questions there are instructions in parentheses.
instructions closely as they are very important.

(7)

Please follow these

If the ins true tion says "(CIRCLE ONE)," draw a eire le around only one number-the number next to the answer (or below the answer) that comes closest to your
answer. Sometimes no answer will be exactly your answer, or sometimes more
than one answer will seem to apply. Always pick the one answer that comes
closest to your answer.
If the instruction says "(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER IN EACH COLUMN)" or "(CIRCLE ONE
ANSWER FOR EACH LINE)," please look to see that you have circled one and only
one number in each of the app.ropriate lines or columns.

Please fill in an answer for every question.
Thank you very much for your help.

1 2

3 4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

rnrnrnrnrn~o
Cty
Twp
Sub
Seg
HU
P
R
A Division of Richard 0. Jaffe & Associates - MafiBgemMtt Consultants
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13-16

6. How much education do your parents upect you to get
before you finish school?
!CIRCLE ONL. Y ONE}
Don't npect 01e to finish high school ••• 1 (23)
Expect nur to finish high school •••.• , 2
(13)
Exp•ct me to get some college (not
a degree) •••••••••••••••••• 3
Expect •• to finish a two·yeor com·
•unity college ••••••••••••••• 4
Exp•ct ote to finish o lour-year college. 5
Expect •• to otte11d graduate or professional school alter college ••.•• 6

first, we would like to ask about you and your ochool.

lA.

Which of the following boot deouibu your school?
!CIRCLE OHL.Y OHE}

(7)

lB.

(8)

Public ••••.••.•....•••• I
Catholic parochial .••.••••• 2
Other parochial ...•••••••. 3
Other pri..,te . . . . • • • • • • • • 4

on

Is .,_ school coeclucational or h it an all•bo,s or aiJ.
girls school?
C..ducati-1 •••••••••••••• I (111
All boy/All girl ••••••••••• 2

7. Here ore so•e questio•• about bei•g a student.
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH· LINE FROIII
.A TO D)

(J~~2.

Two-year ca••nity college ••••••••• I
Four•year college ••••• , • • • • • • • • • 2
I do not attend college ••••• , • , • • • • 3

(19)

3. Which of the following l>est descril>es your school
progra11?
(CIRCLE OHL. Y OHE}
Generol •••••••• , , • , , , , •••.•.• I (20)
College preparatory ••••• , • • • • • • • • 2
(10)
Conunarcial or business ••••••••••• 3
Vocational •••••••••.•••••••••• 4
Agriculture •••••••••••••••••••• 5
Industrial arts •••••••••••••••••• 6
Other ••••••••••••••••••••••• 7

4. Haw 11uch education would you like to get before you
complete your education?
(CIRCLE ONLY ONE}
Don't wont to finish high school •.•••••• 1 (21)
(11) Want to finish high school •••••••• , ••• 2
Want so11e college (don't want a degree) ••• 3
Want to linish a 2-yeor community college •• 4
Want to finish a f..r.yeor college ••••••. 5
Want to attend groduote or professional
school after college •••••••••••••• 6

A bo••

Below

A. How well do your
( 14 )parents expect you
to do at school? Do
they expect you to
be . . . . . . . . . . . .

2

3

B. WJ.at about -st of
( 15) your teachers? WI. ere
do most af them ex·
peel you to be? ......

2

3

4

(2S)

C,How well hove you
(16)actuolly been doing
ot school? In terms
of grades where do
you rank? ••••••••

2

3

4

(26)

D. How about your
(17)friends at school? In
terms of grodes,
where da most of
them rank? •••••• , • 1

2

3

4

(27)

8. Have ony of the following things happened to you in
school? Hove you ever •••
(CIRCLE. ONE. ANSWER OH EACH LINE FROM A
TO C)

Yu

5. How much education do you actually IJ!US! to get
before you complete your education?
(CIRCLE ONLY ONE)

(12)

a.,.,
Ave,.ge •• .,..,,. Awerog• Averot•

(CIRCU OHL. Y OHE}

(9)

Muclt

Tlton

What li11d of college do you attend?

Doa't expect to finish high school ••••••• 1 (22t
Expect to finish high school • • • • • • • • • • 2
Expect same college (don't npect
o degree) •••••••••••••••••••• 3
Expect to finish a two•year community
college •••••••••••••••••••••. 4
Expect to finish o faur•yeor college •••••• 5
Expect to attend graduate or professional
school alter college • • • • • • • • • • • • . 6

2

(2!)

B. Known a teacher well ... ough to
(19) discuss a personal problem ••••••••

2

(29)

2

(30)

( 0) C. Been suspended front school •• , •••
2
D. Been praised by a teacher in front
of class for doing good work •••.••
(21)
(
) E.Had a t.acfter who hod it in for yeu •.
22
(23) F.Had someo•e try to take money
away !ram you •••••••••••••••
(24) G.Given a teacher o hard ti•e in clos s •

page 2
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Ho

A. Hod a list light with anotfter
student in Stftool ••.••••••••.•
(18)

2

(31)

2

(32)

2
2

(33)
(34)

40

9A. How aony of the kitb rou spend tiae .. itio h.ve ner
Mile the lollowiag:

~.,

....

2

3.

CCIRCL.! OHE AHSW!It ~OR EACH I.IHE o TO cl

...... ,..,.,
,,...
......•'
L. •••

All ol

(25)

(26)

(27)

•. c................ ·~ot school or tora.d
ia work tltot was aot
It is/her owa, .••

·~-

11. Do

CCIRCL.! OH! AHSW!R ON EACH LIN! FROirl
A TO NJ

•'

,,..~

...,.. o ••.,,..

. s..,... _,,_

sch•l for ot loo•t
part of a d.y, jus•
ID tolie off. ......

2

c. Bothered a teacher
serio•sly enough to
get thrown out of
class ••.••• , .

3

2

3

"

(l6)

(:17)

..
"'···'

twice

.--oJ)

(29)

(30)

(31)

lOB.

(32)

'·-

,;,... o,,.,.

3

2

~

3

C. School rules and regulaliou
ore too strict .••••••.••

2

I•Sl

(36)

0. Goin9 owoy "'college will Le
too eapensi.. lor NSI of the

2

,.,,

2

,.71

(37)

E. It's better to loe popular thon

(38)

F. Students should ltove aore to

•

(39)

(lll

4

(~91

(41)

3

Two

.

3

"

..

.

2

,,

G. Most kids who live around here
would have trouble beint OC·
upted by a good college •••

2

,.,!

H. Mo•t kid• ia school ore the
Uftle roce oslo• •••••••

2

(SOl

2

(Sl o

2

CS2o

2

(Sll

2

IS• I

2

css.

2

(56\

I. Boys have to lo. good otMetes
if they wont to be popular ie
ay school ••••••••••••

(42) J. Bays ho•<' to hove a cor to

tlri•e if they woRt to be
popular io IIJ school .•.•.

" ••ol

,..,.

K. Girls ho•e to hve the right

(43)

clothes if they woRt to be
popular i11 ay school •••••

L. If you hovent given teachers

5

(44)

(41)

(45)
2

to get pod gtodes •••••••
soy aloout how the school is

Four or

r~.

•••J

How
other
clubs and orgoni·
aotio•s "••• you
joit~od in lligh
scllool? •••••••

A

3

2

H.,.. Otte
How aafty high
school sport too•s
hove JM played
on? •••••••••

(35)

(40)

c. Bothered o IHcher
seriously e11ough to
get throw• out of
class ••••••.••

lOA.

2

run . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2

your own .••••.

lo. Stayed owoy lro01
school lor at least
port of o .loy, just
to toke off ••••.

(34)

,.,,
,,

kids who li .. o_,j hero •.••

CCIRCL! OHE AHSWER FOR EACH LINE o TO cl
Ottce

2

B. Being with ay lrieads is the
.. st port of school ••••••

(33)

•
•

A. A lot that I IHrft ia cion
will lo. nolol to •• ia
later years ••••••••••••

(3S)

9B. How often hove you ever done any of the lollo•ing:

a. Ch..,t.d on on eao10
at school or turned
in work that wo• not

yo. D!l'ft or •isagrH with the followi•g stoto-

aents?

H...

5

(46)

(42)

a·bod tiae i• cion, it will loe
euy to get i11to college •••

M. A college tlegree will aoke
people respect you •••••••

H. A college !Iegree il o s•r•
ticket too good poyi•g jolo ••

poge3
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18: How often do you do each of the following activities

(47)

12. Thinking ahead to when you are obou: thirrr, il you
could do whotover you wonted to, w~ct kind of work
would you lih to be doing then?
(PL.EASE DESCRIBE IN DETAIL.)

with your lather and mother?
ICIRCL.E ONE ANSWER IH EACH ROW A TO El

fll por•~tts J;vorc•rl ., one or krlt or• rleceoserl.

pi••••

iS7·51'

onsw•r for por•nf or po,..,.t su!tatitut• witlt
whom rov 1;-....'

(60)

A. Go to noovieo or

2

3

(61)
(62)

B. Go shopping

2

3

C. Vioit family, lrierlds
and relatives

2

3

4

(73)

(63)

D. Work on hobbies
or ploy games

2

3

4

(741

2

3

..

(75)

13. Do you agree or disagr.. with the following state•ents?
A. Most kids around here will
hove good paying jobs when
they ore adu Its ••••••...

(48)

(49)

sporting ...,.nts •••

Oisogr••

(59)

B. Around here a lot of men oro
unemployed or working lor
ury little •aney ••••. , . ,

2

octivitiet (bowling,
hunting, liohing, etc.

C. Around here it's hard to make
much money without doing
something that is against
the law ..••. , , .•. , ...

(50)

19. How much do these ototements apply to you?

2

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER OH EACH L.INE FROM A

(61)

THROUGH I... I

D.ln this area, th.re are oome
adults who moh their living
by doing thing> that ore
against the law ••••.•...

(51)

(64) E. Participate insports

(61))

true

ol me

2

are adults around h.ro
who help young people makt
money illegally ••.•...•. 1

( 65) A. I would lik• to grow up to be the
kind of pet$011 ""' ,..th., io ••••
(66) B. My mother understands,. os I

(631

tal~. freely to your !other and mothtr obou:

U. Con you

your personalleelingo?
ONE ANSWER

(CIRCL.E

FOR

EACH

Y•s

~51)
54)

PARENT!
No

2
2

Father
Mother

(64)

ONE

ANSWER

FOR
Very
w•ll

EACH

(65)

2
2

4
4

3
3

ANSWER

FOR

EACH

Se,er

Worse

2
2

(57) Father
(58) Mother

17.

{59)

well

1

Foirlr well

2

2

3

(6)

2

3

(7)

(68) D. It is important lor me to
please my mother ••••••••

2

3 Ill

2

3

(9)

2

3

(10)

2

3 (Ill

2
2

3

(12)

3

(13)

2

3

(14)

2

3

(15)

2

3

(16)

the kind of person •y lather

(67)

is .................... .

(72) H. My father understands •e as
I really a• .......... · ·
(73) I. My lather has a sense af humor 1
(74) J. It is important lor me to please
•Y lather. • • • • • • • • • • • • 1

s.'".
(68)

(69)

(75) K.l toke •r father's ad•ice

How well do your mother and !ether get along with
each other?
.
(CIRCL.E ONL. Y ONE}

v.,.,

Hot roo ·weU

Nor well at oil

3

4

(S)

(71) G. I would like to grow up to be

(66)

PARENT)

3
3

3

really om •••••••••••••••

th10 world we live in now ••.

along with your parent> now?
ONE

2

C. My moth1tr hos o sense of
(67)
humor •••••••••••.•••

seriously •••••••••••••

16. Compared to when you were younger, how do you got
(CIRCL.E

of,...

(70) F. My moth•• doesn't underotond

PARENT}

Foirlr Ho, roo Not weH
well well
at oil

(55) Father
(56) Mather

rn•

(69) E. I take my mother's advice

15. How do you get along with your lather and mother?
(CIRCL.E

SomewltotHot
true ol
hu•

(671

E. There

(52)

Start D•cll 2
Very

setiously •••••••••••••

(76) l. My lather doun't understand
the world

(70)
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Wit

now lin in •••

41
22. If you were accused of oloint soruthirtg wrong at

20. What about the discipline in your ho111e?
(CIRCLE OHE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM FROM A THROUGH

school, but you de11ied it •••

0

Yea

(84) 14. Would your parents belie•• youo

v.,,
.,.,.

Ont;•
Forrly ill o
olt•tt

ft:eyer

(85)

14. How oheA do ycur

(77)

parents criticil4 ycu
or put yov olown .•.

2

3

4

5

5th or 6th grode, how
often woulti your por~nts
spoo~ or whip yoc
wheA you did some·
thing they cons i·
olereol wrong? ....•

C. When your parents in·
(79) sist that you do soru·
thing, do they eaplain
the reason? • • • • • . 1

2

(24)

2

12Sl

(17)

23. If you were occunol of oloirtg s . .ething wo011g by tho

B. When yciu w..-e in tiu

(78)

side of the story? • • • • • • ••••

B. Would your pareats go to school
to ole fond you? •••••••• ·••••

Horcll)

wit; •• ever

No

poliu, but you olooriod it •••

(86)

2

3

2

3

4

5

"

5

(87)

(18)

"••

14. Would your pa...,ts belie•• youo
side of the story? ••••••••••

No

2

1261

2

1771

B. Would youo porertts go to the police
station to deland you •••••••.•

24. Families diller in the rul .. s they make lor their
children. In your home, are there any rules lor you
about •••

(19)

ANSWER OH EACH LIHE

I CIRCLE OHE

21. If you did any of tl.e tl.inss listed ~elaw, how wouid
your parents handle it?

.....

A THROUGH II

(88) 14. Regular duties oo

(CIRCLE OHE AHSIVER FOR ITE"'S A TIIROUGH C)

14. II you got into

(80)

tr~u~le with the police:

I
2
3

ft .,..,.,.ldn•r ltorlter rftem ••..•••• , •••• ,
t.. It would ltotlt•r rltem, hvr rn.y •ot~#rl i9no• • !t
T ollc to yc.u ohouf if • • • • • • • • • • • • • , •••
II. G•• on9rr ur threoun to p•mi.:;, yc.u • • • • • • •
P.,nialt rou. t"'' !'IGI p"r•icuily •••••••• , •
I. Hit, •ponlt. or other phrsicul Funiah,.nt

(91) D. Rules obout studying or homework
lor lChool, certain houn, etc •••

4

5
6

1
7
3

lr wouldtt't ktlt•r tlt••ft . . . . . . . . . . . _ ••••
•• It would &other tl1em••.,t tlt•f ,.ou'C: ''-'nor• ,,
Toll. to yo~,: oa...,.;t il . . . . . . . . . o • • • • • • • •
fl. Cet ongry or thr. . t•~ tu pu,.ish 1fto.~u • • • • • • o
•· Punish you• .,.,, not pitysi~-211)' ••••••••••
I. Hit, sponlt, or otfte, phy•iccl ,u,.isll,.,.enr •••

your lriend• ••••••••••••••
F. Haw you wear your Lair ••••••
(~3)
.(9!:-) G. The wuy you doess •••••••••

(21)

(95) H. Use of cars ••••••••••••••
(96}_ I. Your parents knowing where you arc

4
5

C. If your I>Drents louud som~ mar;j~ona (pot!

130)

2

(3t)

2
2

1:m

2
2

(3~)

133)

(35)

2 (36)

(CIRCLE ONE AHSWERI
!22)

Foir most
of the ,;,..

s.,.,.,;,...

l.ir oml
. .,...,;,..... unloir

Unloir MOst
ol the tilfte

(97L>------~------~2________~3----~'=3n~

4

s

6

••

26. 14rr: you ullowecl to mok11 your own decisions about
things that ore i•penont Ia you?

(I) Regardless ~of wltat your fOrents "ould do
at the ti10u, would th"Y re~~rt ycu tG the
police?

(83)

2

(2CI

25. tlow fair ore your parents i11 enforcing tl.ese rules?

I
2
3

It ""oulcln•t . . ,:,., tltem ••••••••• o o • • • •
At. I: would &oth•r th•m. ll.;r t!ley wourrl igroor• it
To/Jc Po you oOout it ••••• o • • • • • • • • • • •
rJ. Cet angry or tltrNI•n to ;.misf, you •• o o • • •
•• Punish )'ou, J.ut not phtsicoflr • o • • • • o • • •
f. Hit, sponlt,
p\rdc.ul ,..,,.;.ft,.,e,.t
0

(291

6

(82) in your room:

or •'*'•r

2
2

(92) E. l'orents hO¥ing to meet and appro••

B. If you open I) de lie~ Y'>UI por•nts:

(81)

t~igl.t curfews •••••••••

(90) C. Weehnd night curlews ••••

(20)

No

~hares around

the house •••••••••••••••

(89) B. Week

FROM

(CIRCLE OHE AHSWERI
~lwor• 0,_,

2

(23)

{98)

208

2

So,..fim•• J.IJom Never

3

5

I :Ill

27. Considering the rules in your lo:nily, again would you
soy your parents ore as fair to you as they ore to
your brother(s) and sister!> )1

(99)

36.

(108)

How often in the pa\t year ha.t" you gonr to
movies?
h.

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER/

J
2
3

O"ce a •••• or,., • • • • • • · . • • • • .
T ... or rhre.- '•"'•s o rnonrlt • • • • • • • •
About one• o MOnth • • • • • • • • • • • • •

2

( 100) 28.

d.

3

(39>

I.

Con you talk freely to any of your bMthers and
sisters about your penonolfeelongs?

(101)29.

lQg}

(40)

Ha•e any of your brothers or sisters been in trouble
with the police?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!
Y.s

Ho

I bov•

1t0

3

5

Hot at all • • • • • • • . . • • • . . • • • . • •

6

More tltcm two hours a tloy • • • • • • • . •
it. One to two #tours a Joy • , •••••••••
L•s• tlo.on one ltour a tloy . . . . . . . . . . .
tl. Three to lour hours o we-rJa • • • . . • • • .

I.

38.
(110)

Who pro•ides most of your spending money?

L••• titan one ltou, o weeJr . • • • • . • . .

(43)

32.
(104)

much money do most of your friends ho•e per
week?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!
Mor• than I do

Som• os I Jo

3

Hone O~te Two

2

3

s,.
6 7

Tl,•• Four F, .....

5

or lour

2

3

F ;.,..

S ... r,
t'Jgltr

or

0"''"'
'''9"'

5

6

S ...... " or mor•

a. Oldt!or rita, you ore . • • . • , , . • • • . • .

l

2

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER/

At au of my Ire• fi"'e • , . . • • • • • • . • ,

Very lrffle of my free

fornt'

•••••••••

(113)

My horne . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , •.
&. Sorn•on• •' •• •• , . , . • • • • • • • • • • .

(45)

tl.

(46)

o, ,,. street.

• • • . • • • • • • • • • • •

At a church.. • . • • • • • • • • . • • • .

2
w•• ,.," ••••.•..•.••. 3

At o pool hoi/ . . • • • • • • . • • • • • • •
A' o tlruv star• • • . • • • • • . • • . • , .

9-

CouMrr onr:l

4

h. Atotlrrv•·inorr••toura,t . • • • • . • .
i. 1, a pori. or li.-ld houu• . . • . . • • • .

5
6

~. Othe• tSPECIFYI • • • • • • . . . . . . . .

On the a•eroge, how much time do you spood listen.
ing to music each day?
~ .... ·Four or more hours ••••••.••••• , . 1
(47\
'· T l'lr•• hours , , •. , . • • . . , . . • . . • . 2
Two ltours • • • • • . • • • • • . • • • . • , • J
d. On• ltour • • • • • • • . . • • . . . . . . . • . 4
titan on• ltou~ o Jar . • . . . • • • . • S

L•••

f S2t

li~ely lo gel together with th<·
kids you hong around with? (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER:

smooth pop music • • • • • • • . • . • • . • •

fl. Folic m~o~sic • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • •
Roc~ .••••••••••••••.•••••.•
Jazz or St..,., • . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . .

1
2
3

41. Where ore you most

I.

I.

35.
(107)

1

t~gother

(112) with the kids you hong around with?

(CIRCLE ONE)

C!anicol onJ Semi·classico! . . • • • • , .

(106)

(51)

J

40. How much of your free time do you spend

Ar school loursitle scltoof ftoursJ. • . .

34. What kind of music do you likt most?

(50>

b. A&o~o~t rite sam• ov• a• rou • • • • • • . • •
c. Y ou,grr rita,. you ore • • • . • • • . • • , , ,

(44\

8

Tltr••

One
or t-e-

it. Sam• of my Ire• '''"~~' • • • • • • . . • • • • .

During the past two months, how many record albums
or tapes ho•e you purchased?

4

5
6

39. Of the kids you go around with most often, art most of
(111) them...
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWE:RI

L•ss thon I do

2

(1osr 3·

(49)

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER/

Han•

Generally, how much spending money do you ho•e
each week? (Don't include school carfare and lunch
money.)
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!

I

2
3

How many ~ids do you generally go around with?

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER/

(103)31.

4

Less r~n once e"ery r .. o mo"rfu • • • •

O,e to two ltout"S a weelr ••••• , • . • •

Orotft•,.• or.,,,.,,,

2
(102)30.

(

3

one• •"•ry rwo months • , , • • • •

1481

37. On the awerage, how much tole•ision do you wotd>?

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!

2

Abo~o~t

tltl!'

j.

42.

D,ving around • • • • . • • . . . . . . • .

11
12

'Sl SJ

13
14
15
16

17
18
21

22
23

How much of your free time is spool withovl adult

(114) supervision-that is, whore yo• or.d your friends can
do pretty much what you wont?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER/
Mosr ol m)' 1.... tim• • • • • • . • • . • • •
it. Som• ol my lr•• tim• , • . • • . . • . . . •

v.,,

little of my Ire•

fl171f." • • • • • • • • •

1

2
3

USl

42

.. 3. Croups of kids can ~. described diilorntly. Can
tho following statements bo used to describe most of
tho kids yau run around with?

45. 01 the kids you ga around with most often, haw many

(132)

do you consider clast friends (kids you can discuu
a personal prable• with)?

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM)

r ••

2
2

(115) A: Woor new \lyles in clothing .•••.••
(116) B. Ready to light ...•••••••••••••
(117) C. Know what's going on in the world
(118)
n19>
(120)
(121:)
(122)
(123)
(124)
(125)
(126)

al rock mu•i< .••.•••••••••••••
D. Think it's important to get goad grades
E. Involved in school social life ••.•••
F. Cot into trouble with the police ..•• ,
C. Like the long hair, beards, etc., look
H. Interested in cars or motorcycles ••.•
I. Into the drug scene •••••••••••••
J. Interested in sports .••••••••••••
K. Like to stir up a little excitem~nt .•••
L. Concerned obaut social and political
issues ~ •••....•••••••••••••

fCIRCLE ONE ANSWER}

Ho

Hon• of '"•"' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
h. Only o few ol ,,_,.. • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
c. A&oo~t #tall ol rh.- •••••••••.••..
II. AIMO•t . , •' ,,..,. ......
~
11/1 ol ,,.., ••••• , •••••.•••••••

(56)
(57)

0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

(60)

46. Are you "dating"?

(61)
(62)

(133)

(63)
(64)

(

127

1

2

(67)

(128)
(129)

(130)
(131)

..

3

4

..a.

•

0

•

2

3

4

(70)

2

3

4

(71)

4

•

S
6
7

person sraorlilr ••••••••••• o • • • •
I ooo • . . . , . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
OR I am MO•rierl. o • • o o • • • • • • • • •

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER I

Cl.

5

6

(76)

••••

0

5
6

49. How old do you want to be when you get monied
(136) (IF YOU ARE ALREADY MARRIED: How old wore
you wh•n you got married)? (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!
I Jo

E. It's better far girls to
try to be agruable
than to speak their

1101

expect. ro got married ••

Ia. Sixteen or poungor ••• ,.

0

Sav•nteon,. oighfeon or llinaroert ..
Tw•ntr ro rwentr·two •• o • o • o • • • •
T
rwenrr-li•• •
T wenfr·si• or older •••• o o o o o o • •

a. .,.,.,.,,..,,.e to

(72)

I.
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o

•••

oo... . . . .
0

d.
..

~

Non. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . 1

0

3

(75)

Haw many different persons hove you dat•d during
the last twelve months?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER/

e. E;ght"" ....,..., . • . . • • . . • • . • . • . . •
I. OR I om rnorr;ed . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . .

2

1
2
3

lt. One . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
c. r..., ... , .................... 3
fl. F out ro sevtut . . • .. • • • • . • •
4

(69)

D. I wouldn't want a
woman boss ••••••

own minds .••••••

0

Three or,.,. times o woaJ.: .• o o • • • •
h. Once or twico a weell: ••• o o • • • o • • •
Once or twice o lftOntlt. o • • • • • • • • o
rl. Lass titan ortc• o month .••• o , • • • ..
Do nor rlore or go our with o proup ol
Mrs anrl tirls o • • • o • • • • .. • • • • • • •
I. OR I o"' monieJ •• o • • • • • • • • • , • • •

(68)

C. There ought to be many
more opportunities lor
women to take leader•
ship positions in pol·
itics and business •.

(74)

2
3

DON'T DATE: How often da yau go out with o group

(135)
2

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER}

::aar:,.•::

(134) al boys and girls)?

It is natural lor women
Ia wont Ia bo taken
care of by men ••••

5

47. On the a¥trog•, how often do you "dote" (IF YOU

Agree Disov,..• G;•ogr••

3

3

...

I,,.

Strongly

2

0

I ,,.
•ev.,al p~le • ••
daflltfJ one P••••n~ •ur nof
•••odilr •• ••o . . . . . . . . . . o • • • o o .
11going steorlr" or ..daring•• one

should &hare bath the
jobs al breadwinner
and of raising child·
ren •••••••••••

0

0

rio I om

) A. Husbands and wives

B.

0

a. I rio rtof ''rlare•• or po ovf wirlt o 9rowp
ol &or• ottrl girls •••••••• o • • • • •
•. I rio nor ...,,,.•• hut go ouf wilh a ,,..,,
ol !tors .,..4 girls •. o o • o o • • o o • • • •

(65)
(66)

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER ON EACH LINE FROM
A TO E.}
ogre•

•

(59)

People have different ideas about what it is Ia be a
•an or a womon, as you can see in the following
statements they hove mode. Da you agree or disagree
with these statements?

s,,.,.,rr

0

(73)

(58)

f.
I·

.. 4.

0

1

2

o

•

•

..

•

•

•

o

•

•

•

1
2
3
4
S
6

(77)

55. An5.,er quutions A and B.

50. A.How important is it to you to "'arry someone of
your own ethnic (nationality) group?

A. Different people hove different ideas at.a..t what is
proper behoviar with reference to sea. When do you
think it is all right lor a BOY of your own age Ia do
the fallowing things'

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!
Very IMporta111 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,

1

.. S'om.what iMJIIOrf,ltf. , • • • • • • • • • , .
Hor roo ;,.,._,.,.,, •• , .. • . . . . . . . . .

3

J. Hat

4

o.

(137)

i"'PPI'f1tM or oil • • . . . . . . . . . • .

(71)

2

(CIRCLE

ONE

ANSWER

IN

EACH

SECTIOH1

I) Light petting:

(143)

..

B. How ioaportont is it to you to marry someone of
your own religious group?IC/RCLE ONE ANSWER!

c. Nor roo ;,.,.,,.,., . • . • . . . . • .. • • • .

1
2
3

rl. Hot ;,..,._,rant at oil , • , , . , • , .. , .• ,

4

Vo,.,. ;,.._,,.,., . . . . . . . . , ••.••. , •
'- So-..J.or i~ortant . . . . . . . . . , . • . •
L

(138)

1

Hot Oeloro ...... ;_,. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
II eng:og:ocl te h ,..,.;Ofl •••••••••
II ;,. lov• •ut ,..,

.,.,.,.rJ ...........

2
3

d. II IHI strong ol'-crio .. •u• ,.., ia '•••
ll•otlt wont it •••" il their

4

relotio,.sltip is cosUfli ••••••• , ... ,

5

(5) Start De:k 3

2) Heavy petting:

(144)

...

1

Not ••'•"• morria'o ••••••••••••
II onp9ocl ro .1M '*enr•rl •••••••••

II ;,. loY• •ut not 0"9fJ9•rl . . . . . . . . .
r/. II 1..1 strong ofloctiort •ut ,.., ;,. loY•
II
woflt it •Yolt il tboir
rolatiottship is cos.,.f . . . . . . . . . . . . .

•••It

51. How mony children do you want to hne?
N 000

•••••••••••••••••••••••

n .........................

2
3
4

o. Four ••.••• , •.• , • • . . . . • . . . . •

5
6

t1.
I.

F ;.,. or mora • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

(145)

J

o.........................
T..........................

b.

{140)

Would you soy you

1

own,.••.• , .. , . , , • . . . . . . . , , ..
J.

o

"s

•••••••••

Hot IJelo1• morrio9•

o

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

t.. II ertgov•J ro •• rnorri•d. • • • • • • •

(7)

2
3

(14 7)

4

2)

S3. Compared to most of your friends, would you soy

..lotio~tsltip ia cosuol ••••••••••

that your attitudes towards sex ore more liberal,
n1ore conservative, or about the same?

(148) l)

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER)
••

More conservative than most lrienrls • • •

AIJout the same as most lrionds . • • • •

1
2
3

(13

Heavy pelting:
Hot h•lor• mcrrriop • • • . • • .. • • • •
II •ngag•rl to be mor~iorl • • • • • . • •
II in loY• f»ut nor e1t909•tl • • • • • • •
fl. II I••' strong ollection but not in '•"'•

Mo,.. lih•rol titan most lriends . • • • • .

J
2

II in love hut nol ertgo9•d . • . • • • .
3
rl. II le•t stronv olf•dion IJur not in loY• ~

b.

(141)

(12)

B. How about GIRLS. When do you think it is all
right for a GIRL of your own age to do the fallowing
things?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER IN EACH SECTION/
1) Light petting:

com/ortahle as widt m•m&ers o/ m)'
I "•"'• ••"'• flilliculty , . . . . . . • . . • .
I ,. • .,. o ,,..., flea/ ol dillirulry . • • . • •

1

2
3

nol

•eiMiOflaltip is cosuol •

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER)

Rol. . od ootl comlorfoblo..........
•. Ro/ontl ottrl comlortoble, but not ••

5

Hot IJ•Ior• ,.orrio9• ••.. , • , .•.••

•n909•d . . . . . . . . •
d. 111..1 strottt oll•ctiott •ut not ;,. '•"'•
If f»oth wont if OYen il their

52. Generally speaking, how do you get along with
ore • • •

4

II .,,.9eJ to h• ,.,,..;.d .•.••••.•

c. II in loY• ""'

(146)

members of the oppa•ile sex?

....

1111

2
3

3) Sex.al intercoune:

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!

(139)

CIOI

(8)

J
2

(14)

3
.f

S

Sexual intercourse:
Hot he/ore ,.rriop • • • • • • • • . • • 1
._ II ..,v•v•d to •• "'orrl•d • • • • • • • • 2
If itt loYe .uf 1101 OltiJOfecl, , • , • • • 3
J. II I••' strong ollectiott but not in love 4
II fl,otlt wottf if •woen II tbelr
relotio,.ship is cosuol . • • • • . • • • • S

(151

56. How old were you the first time you engaged in •.•
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER IN A, 8, AND C}

54.

Regardleu of how much or haw little sexual exper·
ience you've hod, compared to most of your friends,
would you say that you've had mare usual e•per·
ience, less sexual experience, or a·bout the same
amount of se•uol uperience as most of them'
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER!

(142)

Mar• •••vol e•p•rionreo • . • . . . . . . • .
•• Less •••uol ••p•rienc• • . • . . . . . • o •
A &our tiM some amount ol •••uol

••P•,;•,.c• ....... · .

o

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

1

(149)

A. Light
petting:

2

3

5

6

7

8

(16)

(150)

B. Heovy
petting:

"

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1171

(151)

C. Sexual

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1181

(9)

2

int~rcourse:

3
pogo 8

211

60. A. How many of the .. ids yoo sp011d ti•• with have
over done the following:

57. How do you feel about the following stoteaenh
people hove IIICide about su?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER ON EliCH LINE FROM

II TO

H)

Sr,...,r,
eer••

A,,..

(CIRCLE OHE ANSWER FOR EliCH LINE

s,,..,r,

D;••t,..• flieetr••

A. People who hove
• lot of sex bef.,.
aorrioge atoka bet·
ter tworriogo port•
ners . • • • . . • • •

(153)

(154)

(155)

B. I would not retwoin
friends with so••·
one I found was o
•••asexual .••..
C. A girl who goes to
bed with o boy Joe.
fore atarrioge will
lose his respect ••
D.Most hotwoseauols
ore mentally dis·
turbed .•• , , .. ,

All el
rite..

2

2

3

"

3

2

"

3

"

(19)

(20)

3

"

(157)
(158)

(159)

be exduded fraa
regular socieiJ .•.•
F. Sexual intorcouno
without morrioge is
unnatural .•••..

2

3

2

"

"·

(24)

2

"

(25)

3

3

"

(42)

(176)

2

3

"

(43)

(177)

c. Driven o car too lost or
recklessly ••••• ,

2

3

2

3

.(

i'Sl

2

3

"

(46)

2

d. StriPI'ed so,.eane
else's car of parts to
use or sell •••..•

(179)

e. Drank beer, wine or
liquor with parent's
permission . ..•..

(180)

f. Drank beer, wine or

(181)

(182)

H. Being too preoccu·
pied with sex is o
sign of being men·
tally unbolanced . ,

2

out o driver's

liquor without
parent's permission

3

G. There is on el•••nt
of homosexuality in
oil of us ..•..••

license or per• it, •
b. Rode around in ocor
that - s stolen lor
the ride . . . . . . . .

(22)

(23)

3

"

Hon•

ltall of ol
,,..,. ol ,,..,
,,..,..

o. Driven o car with·

(21)

E. H-seauols should
(156)

tlla"

It,)

-

(175)

(178)

2

..,. '"···

titan
ltall

0

2

3

4

(47)

g. Bought beer, wine or
liquor •••••.•••

z

3

"

(d)

h. Drank enough to get
drunk ••••••.•.

2

3

4

149)

(26)

58. Have you ever hod a progro• or class otschaol which
covered the fallowing topics?
(160)

A. Human reproduction . . . . . . .

(161)

B. Birth Control . . . . . • . . . • . .

(162)
(163)
(164)

Y..

Ho

I
I

2

B. Haw often ha•e you e•er dono any of the following:
(21)
(28)

C.Mosturbotion .. , .••.•.•..

2
2

D. Venereal Disease . . . • . . . . .

2

(30)

E.Homosexuolity . . . . . . . . . . .

2

(31)

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EliCH LINE o - 1-.J

(29)
Once or
HeYer twice

a. Dri•en a car with(183)

2

b. Rode around in a car
that was stolen lor
the ride ••••••.•

2

c. Driven a cor too last
or recklesslr •.•••

(186) d. Stripped SOftl.,oM
else s cor of ports to
use or sell......

(CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EliCH STA. TE/oiEHT)

(165)
(166)
(167)
(168)
(169)

Y..

No
(32)

8.1 have my own car . . . . . . . •

I

2
2

C .I hove access to o cor . . . . .

I

2

(34)

A. I have o motorcycle . . . . . . .

(184)
(185)

(33)

out a driver's

license or permit ..

59. How let's talk about can and atotorcycles .

3

"

3

"

2

3

4

2

3

"
4

UOl

(51)

(52)

D. Most of my friends hove con .

2

Cl5)

E. Most of my friends hove
atotorcycles . . . . . . . . . . . .

2

(36)

(170)

F.l work on my cor . • . . . . . . .

2

(37)

(171)

G. Most of my friends work on
their con . . . • . . . • . . . . . .

(187) e. Drank bnr, wine or
liquor wilh parent's
permission . • • . . .

2

3

2

(381

(188)

H. I spend a· lot of time ot drag
ond sprint races .•.....•.

2

(39)

I. Drank beer, wine or
liquor without
parent's permission

2

3

(189)

g. Bought beer, wine or
liquor . . . . • . . , ,

2

3

4

156)

(190)

h. Drank enough to get
drunk .....•.•.

2

3

4

(57)

(172)

(173)
(174)

I. I hove a driver's license or
learning permit . . • . . • . . ..
J. Most of my friends hove driving
licenses ar l~arning permits ..

2

(40)

2

(411
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(53)

(54)

(55)

(I) Do yo" f..l that they .. ..., what they were
talking about'
(CIRCLE OHE AHSWER FOR EliCH ITEM I

61. Ho., often do you s•o•• cigorottes?
(CIRCLE OHE IIHSWER/

(191)

o...., ...... ~ .•••........
1
•• 01111 StftoJcefl OltCO . . twir• ••of'. • • • • 2
c. 0,.1, once ;,. 0 wltUe ••.•••••••••• 3
tl. A '•• Ci. .,.,,. • • .~.,. • • • • • .. • • • • ~
0

I.

•

•

•

L••• tlto,. • ~ecJa 0 • r . . • . . • . • • •
A ,.cJr 0 ftr or ,..... • • • • • • • • • • • •

Ho .,,,.,.

(51)

•

Ho

(209) A. My fo•ily . . . . . . . •
(210) B. The people I hang
around with .•••••
(211) C. School clauoo ond
school drug progra• s •

5
6

62. There oro o lot of different views on drugs. Do you
ogru or di1ogru with tho following opioi.. ,?

2

3

2

31m

2

3 (71)

(76)

_(,.2,.1:.:2.._)_D_._T_._v_..;..•_,.,_d_io...;''-n_e_w_s.:.p_•:..P•_r_s_1_ _2_ _.....;3:_!79l

(CIRCLE OHE IIHSWER FOR EliCH L.IHE FROM
A TOM.)

64. A. How

-•r of tho kids

End

o.,c~o;

you spend tiro., with hove

ever done the following:
(192)

(CIRCLE OHE AHSWER FOR EACH LIHE
Moro
L•ss

A. I! you can't •loep, it's OK to
toke o sleeping pill without o
doctor's pre~eriptioo ..••.

thor~

2

(59)

2

(60)

would always moko me happy

2

(61)

D. Speed con wreck tho body ..

2

(62)

E.IAost people use Marijuana just
because it's fun ..•••.••.

2

(63)

(197)

F. An LSD trip is o good way to
learn about yourself ...... .

2

(Ul

(198)

G. You con stop using •orijuono
any time you wont to ••..•

(65)

(199)
(200)

H. Drugs con mess up your mind

2
2

(201)

J. II a penon tokes LSD, hi•

(193)

(194)
(195)
(196)

marijuana (grou) fro• ti•• to
time ot portio• ••.••.•••

C. I would like o sale pill that

I. Marijuana lead• to •tronger

2

d. Uud heroin (s~t~ock)

(216)
(217) e. Used ~~ticrozine
(ligoro) ••..••..

(218) f. Used downers or bar·
loituotes (without a
prescription) . . • . . 1

(66)

or other uppers. or

(220)

(68)

(69)

2

M. Lows ogoinst uoing Marijuana
are too strict •••••..•••

2

(70)

2

3

..

(6)

2

3
3

4 <n

2

4

(8)

2

3

4

(9)

2

3

"

(10)

2

:;

"

(II)

2

3

4

(12)

OM·

h. Sold any of th~> drugs
listed above . . • . • 1

foll~wing:
h)

(71)

3

..

(205)

A. From my loroily,..

(206)

B. From the people I
hong around with . .

2

3

..

(7.1)

(207)

C. From school clones
ond school drug
programs . • . • • • •

2

3

..

(U)

2

3

..

o. Used glu~>, gos or
other ioholanh .••

2

3

4

(Ul

) b. Used ororijuono or
( 222
ho•hish (grass, pol,
huh) ••••.•••.

2

3

..

(14)

(221)

(223)

(CIRCLE OHE AHSWER FOR EliCH LIHE FRO/lA
A TO D.)

D. Fro• the T.V., radio,
aewspopers......

(S)

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH LINE o -

63. How much hove you heard about drug• fro• each of
the following sourceo?

(208)

..

Once
A l•w
N • .,., or tw;ce tim•s Olt•n

L.ll a person has will power, he
con toke heroin and otop when
he wonh to .•••••••.••

2

Storl O.c'

3

B. How often have you ever done any of the

2

hi

Ho ..

(2191 g. Used methedrin~> (speed)

K. If o penon hu o lot of big
problems, it's all right to take
drug• to forget theM . . . . . .

(204)

c. Used UO, •escolin&
(215)
or other psychedelics I

phetornines (without o
prescription). . • . . I

children might be born with
deformities .•••••••.•.

(203)

(214) b. U~ed -rijuono or
hashish (grass, pol,
ho•h} •••••.••.

_

11

ltell o' ltoll ol
'"•"" ,,..,. •'th.,..

( 2 1 3) o. Used Glue, Gos or
other inhalants •.•

2

drugs .....•••.. ., ..•.

(202):

.......

•11 •'

B. It's oil right to ••oko o little

tllort

(

c. Used LSD, •eocoline
or other psychedelics I

2

3

..

(IS)

I

2

3

4

(16)

2

3

4

(17)

2

3

4

(18)

2

3

~

(19)

2

3

4

(20)

) d. Used heroin (smack)

224
( 225 ) e. Used oricrozine
(figaro) .•••.••.

(226) I. Used downers or borbituotes (without o
prescription) • • • • • 1

(72)

(

) g. Used methedrine (speed)
227
or other appers or ••·
phetomines (without o
perscription) . • . • • 1

h. Sold any of the drugs
(228)
listed above. • • • • 1

64. C.IF YOU HAVE NEVER TRIED MARIJUANA:

(75)

Do you think you might try it •omedoy?
page 10 (229)
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Yos • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

1

Ho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2

(21)

44
65. How wovld you rate JMr paruts ad Jaunell,

68

politically?

~~

(

66.

.!~f.,. is

My

0

0

b.V~ry liberal.....

2

2

2

c. Mod~rateiJ lib~ral .

3

3

3

make out no ~~~aner
what happen>; a weak
penOft willlail no

d. ModerateiJ con servotive ••••••••.•

.

.

..

100ner haw -ch spend on hi,.. -· •••

e. Very conservative •. 5

5

5

(244)

J.

R~gordleu of how you rated yourself ud your parents
in the last question, how do your views co10pore to
theirs?(CIRCLE OHE AHSWER I'OR EACH PAREHT.J

(245)

can expect full equality,
they must first eom the
wt.ite man's respect.
o

o. More liberal .•.

'....

I

b. The sanuo. • . • •

2

2

L. Racial int.grorion to

c. More conservative

3

3

( 246}

to

'.,.

(247)

Do your parenh usually vote Democratic or Repub-

. ,
) 1ICOn.

o..... crofic •••

0

0

•

•

•

•

•

0

•

1
2

( 236 )A. It is up to the govern·
•ent to ... ke sure that
ev.ryone has o secure
job and a goacl standord of living • , •.••

(237)8.

..

.,,

Stro"fly

The governooent iSit't
doing enough to ~~~ake
the streeh sole to
walk an ....•••••

,.,,..

2

69.

(

Disogroo rlisogr••

3

..

)D. Too 1110ny people get
239
away with preaching
violence and rebellion

2

3

(241)F.

The rate of change in
race relations in this
country is too sl- •.

.

3

3

2
2

3

3

..
.

.

2

3

..

'37•

2

3

4

·381

2

3

4

3'

2

•••

o

•• I wouiG Go rtOtlti"9 h•cous• we rnusr respect the
out#toriti•s ................... o . o • • • • • • • •

251

o

•• o

o

••••

o

••

o

•••

o

o

t42\

2

c. I wouiG sign a petition to tit• ourltorities to oppose
tlte action. o . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . o • o • • • • • • • o • • •

3

fl. I would ;oht in clrmonstrofians tlir•cred at the
authoriti•s. .... o • • • • o . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4

woulrl porticipote in acts of e:ivil rlisoberlienctt

,

o. 5

) B. A local

industry was granted a long·term delay by
the local government in developing anli·pallution
programs.
0

o

........

o

•

•

..

•

•

•

..

•

•

•

•

•

o

1

... I would rio nothint because we must r•spttcr thr
authoriticts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2

4

A. A popular ond competent ochoal teacher was lioed lor her
unpopular views •••

o. I would rio nothing

(30)

o

•

o

o

c. I would sig" a petition to the authorities to oppose
the DCf iort o ,. o • o . . . . . . o o o • • • , o • o • , , .. o o • •

Clll

2
3

tl.. I would ;oirt in clemonttrations rlirecterl at the
authorities . . . . . . . . . . .

(32)

o .......

0

••••

o

••

o

••

•· I would porticipot .. in acts of civil rlisoiJocli•ftr:~ ••

70. Have you ~v~r token part in:

(33)

(CIRCLE OHE AHSWER FOR A, 8 & Cl

(242)G· Only daydreamers

think
thot you con i"'Pro•e
people by governnoent
poogroms and social
reform .•....•.•.

2

How would you respond in each of th• following
situations: (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR A AND 8

•o I

(29)

(

(240)E. All

jobs should poy
about the sa~~~e •.••

250

)

(26)

(238)c. All

children of welfare
families should be put
to work full tinoe when
they ore 16 .•••...

!)SI

goad for th~ black
people' • cause .....

Strongly

.

3

(248) the police do their job
} H. Civil rights demonstro( 249
toans do more harm than

(271

3
4

3

2

date ha• been more
shaw than reol ity ...

•· I wouiG Go nodting

.2

4

M. The courts don't let

68. Given below ore statements on various social issues
about which everyone hos opinions. Indicate how
you leel about each statement.
(CIRCLE OHE AHSWER FOR EACH LIHE FROM/
A TO H)

3

B~lore the blad people

K. The be>t in higher ed·
ucation >hould be IO<
tho•e whos• p01ents
planned and saved .•

(234F"'

C.,..,.,.~
,.,, fot'-r

2

•

1

R•puldicon. • • • • • • • • • • •
Otlt•r •••••••••••.••••
I rlon•r J.now •••••••.• , , ,

(

•••••

I

my motltor

235

0

I. A strong person will

I

COtrlpor.J to

(

le~i!~ is

a. Radical . . • • . . . •

(233) ' 25'

67.

Mr

H. People.., -llore
sltould receive- no morethan the basic oeces·
sities .•

(243)

!CIRCLE OHE AHSWER FOR YOURSELF AHO OHE
FOR EACH PAREHT.) (230)
(231)
(232)

(252)A. A civil rights demonstration ••......
(253) B. An onti·wa• d~mC>Ostrotion .•.•.....
(254) C.A school r~lated demonstration .•••.

(:U\
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2
2
2

4

5

(43}

J. I sometimes feel that

71. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the follow-

I just con'tlearn ..•

ing items?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER IN EACH ROW FROM A TO H)
Srro"''tr
Ofr••

(255)
( 256)

A. You can•t trust anyone over 30 ..... .

(258)

C. Thoreoro too roony
chemicals in our food

2

3

"

(47)

2

3

"

(d)

2

3

"

(49)

2

3

"

(59)

2

3

A

(SII

G. There ore no just wors

•············
(275)

(276)

2
2

3

(52)

3

(Sll

(277)

2

3

ISS I

(264) B. I really enjoy life .••
(265) C. I feel tense most of

2

3

(56)

the time •.••..•..

2

3

(57)

D.My feelings ore easily
hur! ........ •. • •

(279)

2

3

(58)

2

3

(67;

2

3

(68)

you needed help?

2

3

2

3

1

C. Where did you go lor

(70)

2

h~lp?

8

know where to go lor help?

1

Y. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No .•••.•..•••••••••

171)

2

(59)

74. A. Generally, !tow do you feel these days -would you
(281) soy you're very happy, pretty happy, or not too happy?
v.,, hoppy. • • • • • • • • • • 1 (72)

(60)

Pr•ttr happy • . • • • • • • • .
Hot roo happy •.••••••••

with no solutions in

2

3

(61)

2

3

(62)

2
3

(282) B. All things considered, would you say you're
happier now or unhappier compared to the woy you
felt a lew yurs ogo?

(270) H. I om afraid s-on•

Happier now • • • • . • • • . . .

Urthoppi•r now • • . . . . • • ,

A"ut the •o"'e • . . • . . . . .

(271) I. I tend to do things
3

(70)

B. Did you try to get help?

(280) D. II you hod on emotional problem now, would you

series of problems

2

(69)

_________________ 7

(269) G. I lind life on endless

even if there is some
clonger in them • • . •

(66)

Hod no pro&l•m •••••••••

(268) F. I om concerned ohout

is going to rooke fun
of me ••••••••••

3

Psycltiott~st . . • • . • • • • 1 (71)
Psychologisr. • • • • . . . • • 2
Social ..,orlr:•r. • . • • • . . • • J
Family phy~icion. . • • . • • ~
Cl•rgyma" . . • • • . , . . • • • 5
School couns•lor •••••••• G
Oth•r (spec.fy1 _ _ _ __

E. When I decide to do

sight .....•....

2

Yos • . • • • • • • • • . . • •
No • • • • • • • • • . . • . . •

I

social and political
issues ........ .

(65)

"·· ................. 1
2

(278)

let him or her know it

something, I do it .•

3

No . • . • • . • • . • • • • • . • .

Som•whot Hot
ttu•
tru•
ol rn•
of m•

(267)

2

73. A. Hove you ever hod on emotional problem lor which

tCIRCL.E ONE ANSWER IN EACH ROW FROM A TON)

(266)

(64)

H. There ore -RJ things
about myselll' d like
to change •.•..•..

3
2
"
(54)
72. How well do each ol the following statements describe you'

angry at a person,

3

M. People like me don't
have """'h of o chance
to be successful in
life •.•.••......

H. Most adults don't know
how to enjoy themseolves •••...•.••

(263) A. When I get very

2

oheod, •o.,ething stops

F. Adults put too much
stress on material
things ..•.••.••.

(261)
(262)

(274)

L. Every time I try to get

for success •••••••

E. Computers ore running
our lives •...•..••

(260)

(273)

D. I would be co111fortoble
living in a commune.

(259)

Srronglr
do sogree

B. There is o revolution
coming in Americ11 ..

( 25 7)

A.9r•• D, I09'•~r

K. Good I uck is more i.,.
portontthon hord work

1 (7 3)
2
3
End Decl.; •

(63)
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75. A. How many of tho kids you spend time with hove

B. How often h•vo you ovor do•• ony of tho following:
(CIRCLE ONE loNSWER FOR EloCH LINE o - ml

ever done the following:
ICIRCI.E ONE ANSWER FOR EloCH LINE o - ml

...,,..,.
,.,
Modo On ononyiOQUS
phone call just to
annoy sofMOIIe . . . . .
(284) b. Ron owoy from hoMO •.
(285) c. Deliberately do ... god
private or public
property •......•.
Token liHie things with(286) d. out
permission front
homt or sthool .....
(287) e. Taken somtthing smoll
from a stor~ ...... _
(288) I. Taken at least S20, or
somtthing worth at least
S20, that did not belong
to them •...•.....
(289) g. Kept or used somtthing
that they knew hod
been stqlen ••...•.
( Z~v) h. Broken into somtone' s
homr or a store or
some othe-r place, in
order to stool samtlhing 1
(291) i. Hod a list light with
another person .....
(292) j. Token port in o gong
light ....•....•..
k. Carried bny kind of
(293)
we-opon~un, •nife,
razor, etc.-in case
they hod to ust it
against onother person
(294) I. Used o weapon in o
light-a brick, knife,
razor, or anything
m. Used fare• or threatened
(295)
to use fare• to get money
from another penon . . 1

(283)

Q.

•Is•

...,.
,..,.,
rl.on

3
3

rl.o ..

.
.

01'1C00f'

l'wico

£lew

,;,...

Olteft

(296) a. Mado Oft OIIOIIYiftOUS

ltoll of Ho,.,• of

'"""' '""'"
2
2

Hover

Leu

fl.on

phono c•ll just to
an"!'Ys- •••••

(297) b. Run GWOJ from""- ..
(298) c. Dtliborotely doMgod

(5)
(6)

2

3

..

(7)

2

3

..

(I)

2

3

...

2

3

.

(10)

2

3

..

(11)

private or public
property .•• • • ••••
(299) d. Taken little thi"9> with·
out permission from
hoMO or school •••••
o. T akon something small
(300) from o store ••••.••
(301) I. Token at least S20, or
something worth ot least
S20, that did not belong
to you .••••..•• • •
(302) g. Kept or used s-'hing
that you kn- hod been
•tolen .•••••••••

(9)

1

1

2
2

3

2

3

2

3

..
..
.
.

2

3

..

122)

2

3

.

(23)

2

3

.

C2•)

2

3

..

C7S1

2

3

2

3

.
.

2

3

..

C78•

2

3

.

(29)

2

3

.

C30l

3

(II}

(19)

(20)

(71)

( 30 3) h. Broken info sorroeone' s

3

.
.

(13)

3

.

(304)
(305)

11•1

figltt ••••••••••••
( 306) k. Co !Tied any kind. of

2

3

2
2

2

home or o stor• or some
other place, in order to
stool somtthing .•••
i. Hod o list light with
another person ..•••
j. Token port iOG gong

3

.

112)

115)

(307) I.

2

2

3

3

..

.

(16)

weapon-gun, knrf.,,
razor, etc., in cGSe
you hod to use it
ogoinst onoth"r person
Used a wtopolt ia a
fight-a brick, knit.,,
ro&or, or anything else

( 0 ) 11. Used force oo threat"ned
3 8
to u•e lore" to get money
from another person ••

Cl7)
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1

(26)

(271

77.

76. Wftot do you thinll tho 1111thoritiu should do

ID a yaong
person who does tho loliowi•g thi•gs? Should they
do nothi•g. ••owlol thoy giYO a police wo,.iog o..4
roloou tho pooog penon, shvld t•• out.oritios
insist tho Y•••1stor lo. gin• troataoot or cow•soli•g
while li•l•1 ot ho••. or should th authorities insist
tho y011ng ponoo lo. jailed?
(CIRCL.E OHE ANSWER FOR EACH L.IHE o - p)

.. ..
l'ollce

,,.;,.,

•• J
Hotlti"• ret ....

(309)
(310)
(311)

(312)
(313)
(314)
(315)
(316)
(317)
(318)
(319)
(320)
(321)
(322)
(323)
(324)

o. Runs away lr.,. h b. Takos •-thing saall
Ira• a store .••••••
c. Takes at least $20 or
so~~~tthing worth ot least
$20 that doesn't lo.long
to hi• or her ••••••
d. Has o list light with
another person •••••
o. Uses o weapon in o light-

T,__r

Polic•

co-..lliltf Joil

2

3

2

3

"
"

g. Rides oroufld in o cor that
thot was stolon far the
ride •.•.••.•...•
h. Strips s - e else's
car lor parts to use or
sell ••.•.•••.•••
i. Drinks Mer, wino or
liquor without porentol
pftmi ss ion ~ • • • • ••
j. Drinks on011gh to get
drunk •••••••.•.
k. Plocos o Mt with o
gambler .•.••••••
I. Uses '""rijuono or
hashish •••••.•••
rn. Uses LSD, or another
psychedelic drug •.•
n. Uses heroin ••••••
o. Solh dru9.s •••.••.
p. Stoys away lrorn school
far ot least part al a
day just Ia toke oH .•

1
1

wa"""'

(31)

•• J

Hofl•i"9
(32)

(325)
(326)
(327)

2

3

2

3

"4

(33)
(34)

a brick, a knife, razor, •
anything else . . . . • •
I. Uses farce or threatens
to use Ioree to get s thing fro• another person

How obo.t aost adults? What do yoo think ••••
adults would thi•k tho authorities should do to o
young porsoo who does each of those thi•gs? Would
•ost adults thinl. tho outhoritiu should do nothing,
they should gi•e a police warning and release tho
young porsaft, tho authorities should insi•t tho yaun!t"
a tor M gi••• treollftont or cauftSelling while li•ing at
haooe, or the authorities should insist the youngster
lo. jailed?
(CIRCL.E OHE. AHSWER FOR EACH L.IHE a - pi

2

3

2

3

2

3

2

3

4
4

4
4

(35)

(36)

(37)

(328)
(329)
(330)
(331)
(332)

(38)

2

3

4

(39)

2

3

4

(40)

2

3

4

(41)

2

3

4

(42)
(43)

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

(44)

2

3

4

(46)

(451

(333)
(334)
(335)
(336)
(337)
(338)
(339)
(340)
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a. Run• away fraorr ho""'
b. Takes s....lhing s1110ll
from o •tore .••••••
c. Tokes otlecrst 520 or
samothing worth at least
$20 that does•'t belong
to him or her ••••••
d. Has a list light with
another person •••••
o. Uses a weapon in a
light~ brick, o knife,
razor, or anything e-lseI. Uses Ioree or threatens
to use la<co to get something from another person
g. Ridos aroufld in o car
that was stolt1t lor the
ride ..•.••••••••
h. Strips samean" else's
car for parts to u5e or
sell .•••••••••••
i. Orinh boor, wine or
I iquor without parental
permission •••••••
j. Orinh enough to g<-t
drunk ..•••••••.•
k. Place• o Lot with o
gambler ••••••••.
I. Uses marijuana or
hashish ..•••••••
m. Uses LSD or another
psychedelic drug •••
n. Uses heroin ••••••
o. Sells drugs •••••••
p. Stays away from school
lor at Ieos! port of a
day just to take oH ••

r•l••••

.,

Tr•atment

COUI'tSeiJi"9 Jail

2
2

1

3
3

4

(47)

4

(48)

2

3

4

(49)

2

3

4

(50)

2

3

4

(51)

2

3

(52)

2

3

'
'

2

3

"

(54)

4

(55}

2

(53)

2

3

4

(56)

2

3

4

(57)

2

3

4

(58)

2
2
2

3

4
4

(60}

2

3

3
3

'
'

(59)

(61)

(62)

46
80. Her• ate some- qve\tio•u about tlte policr and the
courts.

ICIRCL.E ONE AH~WER
FROM A TO D.J

few

fw•c•

'••••

the police and wornt<l
about doing saroething
wrong when you hodrt't
done anything wrong
ot all? ..•.••••.•

2

3

n•t

B. How mony times ho..
you "-" brought to o
police station lor doing something wrong,
ond then been released
withovt e•er going Ia
court? ..•..•••••

2

3

(IS)

port al your "'"""'""'
record)? •••••••••

2

3

(16)

D. How llllftJ 1irne> how
you appeared belor~ o
(362) ju•enile court lor on
oHicial hearing (wlme
it did became port ol
your permanent
record)? .••••••••

2

3

(11)

H-r.,~•

an7one in 7our loroil7?
(CIRCL.E OHE ANSWER OH EACH L.IHE FROM A TO II

A. Have you evet rHeivecl on OriOI'IJ'tROUS

(341)
(342,.

phone call tho! ...,, mocle just to onnOJ you
Ho, • • - e ..r us..! o woopon ogai .. t
you in o light ••.••..••••.•...•.
you ..., hod to gi•o ..,..y to o per·
(343f Ho.e
san who us..! lorco or throoton..! to use
lorco against you? •....••.•••.•••
D. Ha, your car, or your family's cor ever
(344) !lttn •talon lot o joy ride? ••.••••••.

E.
(345)
(346f·

(34SJ;.
(34sr·
(349{

Has your CDr, or your family's car, e•et"
"-" stripped lor ports? ...........
Ho .. li"l. thing• t .. r llttn stoltft lr..
you ot .. t-1? .....•.•••.•••..••
Has S20, or •omething worth ot loo•t $20,
e•er "-" • tolen from you? ..•••..•..•
Ho, y- homo e•or been brol.on into? •..
Hos anyone e - tried to sexually noolost
you? ..•.•......•..••••• • ••••

(359)

(63)

2

(U)

2

(65)

2

(66)

2

(67)

2

(68)

2
2

(69)

2

(71)

(70)

(360)

C. How many times hove
you appoar..! before o
(361) juYenile <-'lor an
unofficial hearing
(where it didn't bee-

End Dec~ 5
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79. How would you describe most policemen around

. ,,..

here? Do you ogr.e or di•agree with tho fall-ing
statements?

350) A.
:351) B.
:352) c.
:353) D.
:354) E.
(355) F.
(356) C.
(357) H.
(358) I.

Tt.e police are around when you need
them .••.......•..••••••••••.
Tt.e police ore unfair to teenogers .••..
You con tru•t mo•t police...., ••.•....
Most polic._, oro on the take (recoi•ing
groh) .••••••.•...•..•.•......
Most polic...,... do o good job ••..••..
Tho police bother leet~ogers who t.o ... 't
dane anything wrong ...•..•.•.• _.
Tho police know what kids ore ge"ing
into around here .••••.•••..•••..
Most polictlfttft like teonogers •••• , ..
Policemen go easy on kids whoso families
ho.e money •••••••••••.•.••.••

Olten

A. Haw """'Y times ho,.,
you been stopped by

No

2

EACH QUESTION

O•

78. Ha•t an7 of these things ner happened to 70u or

Y..

"'OR

Dis•gr••

2
2
2

81. Da you know where you con place o hot with someon"
who 11okes his living from gambling?

(5)
(6)

Yes

Ho

(7)

(

2
2

(8)

2

(10)

2

(II)

2

(12)

(9)

363

) A. On a proleuional

( 364}

sporting e•ent (laatboll,
bosketboll, world •tries, etc.) ••••••••

2

(18)

B. On a policy or nurobers ga010 .••••••.•

2

(19)

82. How often han you placed a het with o gambler on:

(365} A. A prol.,uional

sporting event-

At leosl o lew times

1
2
.3

Ye,.., olf•n •••••••

4

Heyer • • • • • • • • • •

(20)

Once or twice •••••

2

(13)

(366) B. On a

numbers,_., etc.H ••••••••••••••

I

Once or tw1ce •••••

2
•3
4

At leo Sf

•

lew times

v.,, •''•" .
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0

•

0

•••

(2t)

89. Haw fre11••ntly do rou go to reli 9 ious. services. or

Fiaally, we have just a few more quntiaw• about you.

otlter activities spo"sored by rehgious orgonitotions?
(CIRCLE OHEI

(373)
83. With whom are you living now?

(367)
, . . . , . . .,

Moth.r

.~
o~tfl

...

(CIRCLE OHE)

One• a •••• or mor•, ••• , •• , ••••

1

Two

2

Of'

thr•• ''"'•" o monrfoo •. , •••••

One• a -nth . • . • • . • . . . • . • . • • . ]
,.,,..,

•••••••

0

st•pforh•r .•• • •

Fotlter oftfl step,..rlt•r .• • • •
, . . . , , .. . . . , , ,

••••••••

0

•••

1 (22)

s....,..,

2

Ortlr on hofrclor• • . • • • . • • . . • . • •

5

H • ..,.,.·• • • • • • • • • • . • . . • • . • • • •

6

3
4

F.,,., .,,,. ............ 5
Other ffrienJ} •••• • • • • • •

hm•s 0 r•or • • . . • • . • •

0

0

•

..

90. How "'u'h of the time thot you go to rclogiou> •••·

(

6
7

OtMr '•'••••• . . • • • . • • • •

374

)

vice•, do you go becouse your porenh in•i>t on it>
rCIRCLE ONEI

. , .,. .. ' .......... 1

84. How long have you li-t in thi• city (town)?

2

to

5 to

123)

2
a , ....... . 3
4 1oors ••..

Over 8 reors .•••.

Most ol rtt. ,,......

I
I

(CIRCLE OHE!

,... , ....... . 1

(368)

4

91.

(CIRCLE OHEI

0, o lor,. or ronclt •• , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • •

1, tlte country, • .,, not on o form or rortch • • • • • • • .

1..

o 'own or

1," merliu'"

.,..11

city , , • , , , • , • , , • , • , • • • • .

sizerl citr •.••••••••••••••••••

1, o lor9• city • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • . • • • • • • , .••
1,. the su!tur• of o Iorge citr . . . • . • • • • • • • • • • • •

1
2

,,..to '""" ..

Ho,.. of

85. In what kind of place did you live most of the time
up to your Uth birthday?

t)!·

2

So"'• ol tltco • · - •• ]

I (375)

... , ... '"• ....... 5

(369)

(1Q\

4

RegardiPH of ~ow often you go to >er•i<e•. how
religiou• do you think you a•~'
tCIRCLE ONE.
V ••'f

1

r•l•goOioiS • .

So,.rwho• rrfrqrO\IS • • • • •

2

Hot :on r•l Q•ou5

]

••••••

Hot rtoloq•<>..,., oral:.

I))

4

(24)

92. Whot social cion would you >Oy your family " '

3
4
5
6

!CIRCLE ONE

(376)

c'o••.

Upp~r

/IA.dcJ, ..

1
2
3

Cln1oS

L.owrr c:lass

•31'

Worl.:•019 dr::'\s

93.

86. What ethnic (nationality)group are you o member of?

(370)

(377)
(25-26)

ethnic group?

(CIRCLE OHEI
All..........

(27)

Mosr •••••••••

2

s........

3

0

•••••

88. In whot religion were you rai•ed?

P,.t•sronr •....•
J•wish ••••••••

(28)

2
3

refigio11 • • • • •

lJ.n•'l,,

ro

,. .. g .

"'

,,.,,.

S5>.0{l{l ..

SJo.oot'

,.~

S fS 000

to $]f\

sr!l.OilO ..
tJOO ••.

S1~.ooo.

you••

this questionnaire? Would you
to be hone\1 on:

1 'lJ

2
3
4

.s
6
7

been in fill;ng out
you've been able

\Of

Aft trV••tion"'. . • • • • . • •

1

Mos• qu..stions. _ • . • • • .

2

Clot)

Sotn• qv.. sfions . • • • • . • • ]

Just a few qu""'''ons • • • . • •

Orh•• ••••••••• .(

Ho

G

94. How hone\! do you think

(378)

(CIRCLE OHEI

Cerholic ..••. 1

tC IRCLE ONE'
S.l O•JO

o .. ,..

F•w • ••••• • ••• .(
Hon• •••• , ••. , 5

(372)

your fomily eorn (before toae'l in a yror?

tS. 'oo ,,, s 1. snn .
SJ. \tlO ,,, S 1n.ooo

87. How many of your clo1e friend• are memben of your

\371)

As clos.e as. you con yuer.s, how much money dof"\

Non• .•.•••...••.. -.

5

5

Which queotions were you not hone>l in liiHng oul,

(379)

poge 16
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(35

(Out of School Resp ndents Only)

5. A. What kind of school did you ga to:

Start Deck 7

I. A. How long hu it been sincr you left school?
Less than 6 months •••••••..•. I
117)
6 months - I year • • • • • • • • • • • 2
I year - 2 yean •••••••••.• · 3
2 years - 3 years •••••••• • • • "
3 yean or •ore ••••••••••••• 5
If you ilaa .n;aoo11 .~-.;again, what decision would

rs:

(381)

you make now about leo•ing school?
I would leo.. school ••••••••••••••. • I
I'd ha,.. problems maki•g up MJ' mind about
whether or nat Ia leo•• schaal •••••. • · 2
I would stay in schaal •••••••••••• • • • 3
I graduated Ira• higll scllool ••••• • · • • • • 4

(397)

(398)

(18)

6. Did any of the following things happen to you while you
were in school? Did you eYer •••
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH LINE A -

r ••

2. Were onJ' of the following reasons why you left school?

(399)
(400)

(CIRCLE ONE AHSWIER FOR EACH LINE A -G)
Yes

(382)
(383)
(384)

A. I found school dull and boring ••••••

(385)
(386)
(387)

B. I wanted to earn •oney ••••••• • • •
C. Many of my friends were no longer in
school •••••••••••••••• • • • • •
D. Teo chen were gi•ing me a hard time ••
E. Parents encouraged •• to lene school .
F. I had to work becauu mJ' family needed

(JR8)

money ••••••••••• • • • • • · • • • · •
G. I graduated •••••••••••••• • • • • •

Public •..••••••••.••••••• I
(34
Catholic parochial ••••••••••. 2
Other parochial •••••••••.••• 3
Other private • • • • • • • • • • • • • . .(
B. Is the school coeducational or is it on all boys or oil
girls school?
Coeducational •••••••••••••. 1
(35
All boy/all girl ••••••••••••• 2

Ho

2
2

119)

2
2
2

(21)

(401)
(402)

(20)

(22)
(23)

2
2

(403)
(404)

A. Hove a list light with another student in
school •••••••••••••••••.•••
enough Ia discuu a
peF5onol problem ••••••.•••.•••••••
C. Get suspended from school .•••••••
D. Receive praise from o teacher in front
af class lor doing good work ••••.••
E. Have a teacher who had it in for you .•
F. Have som~>one try to take money away
from you ••••••••••••••••••• ·
G. Give a teacher a hard time in class •.•
B.

(395)

2
2

(39
(40

2
2

(41

(38

(4:

A. Mother •••••••
B. Father •••••••
C. Brother or sister •
D. School counsellor.
E. Teachers ••••••
F. Friends •••••••
G. Clergyman •••••

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

v••.
,.,,it

v...

(31)

a. Cheated on on exam at
school or turnotd in
work that was not his/
her own ••••••••
2
3
b. Stayed owoy from school
for at Ieos! part of a day,
2
just to toke off ••••
3
" (4•
c. Bothered o teacher
seriously enough to
get thrown out of c loss •
2
3
4 W
B. When you were in school, how often did you ever do
any of the following:

(32)

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH LINE "

( 406 )

v••,

lolt It

lolt

wos 0

WOS 0

ltUOtrof

tootl lrloo

ftocl icloo okut It

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

"
"
"
"
"
"
"

(407)

(26)
(27)
(28)

(408)

(29)
(30)

H•v•r
Cheoled on on exam at
school or turned in work
that was not your own •
b. Stayed away from school
for at least port of o day,
just to toke off •••••• 1
c. Bothered o teacher
seriously enouth to gel
thrown out of class ••

Once or
twic•

A l•w
,;,..

-

c)
elter.

(409) a.

grades:
Much better than average ••••••• 1
Above average .. .. • .. .. .. • • .. • 2
Average . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Below average • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4

c)

More
Loss
• II ol than hall than boll Hone
tlaem of th•rn
of tlaem of th•m

4. While you were in school, generally how were your

(396)

(37

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH LINE. a -

~:'4.·.
totlc to

(394)

2
2

How many of the kids you spend tim• with have ever
done the following:

(25)

(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH LINE A -G)

(393)

(36

7. A.

(24)

Ia lea¥e school, did
you talk it over with any of the following people? If you
did, how did they feel about it?

(392)

2

Know a tead•er well

(40~5)~...:.:_..:....::....~-----------

3. When you were making the decision

(389)
(390)
(391)

G)

No

(33)

(410)
(411)

page 2
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.

2

3

2

3

"

2

3

"

8. Do you agree or disagree with the following staid ants?

9. A. Do you plan to go bacl.. to finish high school?
Yes •••••••••••..•..••... 1
(63)
Ho.•••••••••••••••••.••• 2
I hove graduated IroN high school . 3
B. Do you ha•• ony plans to get soon vocational training?
(427)
Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . • • 1
(64;
Ho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
C. Do you e•er plan to go to college?

(426)

(CIRCI..E OHE AHSWER ON EACH I..INE A TO HJ
~.,,..

(
(
(

412
413
414

o,••,,..

) A. A lot that I learned in class will be
useful Ia •• in later years •••••••

2

(49)

2

,(SO)

2

(51)

2

(52'1

2

(53)

2

(54)

) B. Being with •y friends was the best
part of school •••••••••••••••

) C. School.rvlas and regulations ware

too stroct ••••••••••••••••••
D. Going away to collage will be too
(415) expensive lor most of the kids who
lin around hera ••••••••••••••
E. It's batter to be popular than to gat
( 416) good grades •••••••••••••••••
F. Students should have oaora to say
(417) about how the school is rua ••••••
G. Most kids who live around here would
(418) have trouble baing accepted by a good
college ••••••••••••••.•••••
(419) H. Most kids in the school I went to were
the sa•e race as I •• ••••••••••
(420) I. Boys have to be good athletes if they
want to be popular in the school I
went to ••••••••••••••••••• •
J. Boys have to have o cor to drive
(421) if they wont Ia be popular in the
school I went to ••••••••••••••
( 422) K. Girls have to have the right clothes
if they want to be popular in the
school I went to ••••••••••••••
(423) L. If you haven't given teachers a bad
ti•e in class, it will be easy to get
into college ••••••••••••••••
(424) M. A college degree will make people
respect you •••••••••••••••••
( 425) H. A college degree is a sure ticket to
a good paying job •••••••••••••

2

(55)

2

(56)

2

(57)

2

(58)

(428)

Ho • • · • • • • • • •.... . • • • • .
Yes, a twa.,.ear community
college •••••••••.••.•.• 2
Yes, o lour-year college . . . . . . . 3

(65

10. How many full time jobs hove you hod since you left
school?

(429)

Hone •••••.•• • ..••.•.•••
One ••.•••••••••.......•
Two or three .•••••••.•...•
Four or more. . • • • . • . . • . . . .

1
2

(66

3
4

11. A. What kind of lull time job do you have now?

(430)

(59)

2

(60)

2

(61)

2

(62)

(67 '61

(Enter job titl• auclt as sales cleric, point apray•r.
Gelivery man, grocery checlcer. form honJ, ere.)

(431)
2

Ho lull lime job now • • • • • • . • .

(432)

page
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3

B. How satisfied are you with the job you hove now?
Do you feel •.•
Very soti•lied . • • . • . • • . . . . . 1
(6'
Sotiolied. • • . • • • . • • . • • . . • 2
Diuoti•lied . . • • . • • • • • • • . • 3
Very diuotislied ••••.••.•.• -4
Ho lull time job • • . • . • • • . • . . 5
C. Is this the sort of job you think you will continu.
working at or do you think you will switch to •omething
else?
(7t
Continue thio •ort of job. • • • . • 1
Switch to something ehe . • . • . • 2

-3

J.

I.

IF NOT IN SCHOOL:
Is he/she employed,
No
unemployed, retired,
What was the or not working and
not looking for
last grade
work?
completed?
Emp.IUnemp.IRet.INW
1
2
4
3

en school?

I

li

49

-

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

IF EMPLOYED, UNEMPLOYED, OR RETIRED:
What kind of work does he/she do?
(PROBE FOR CLEAR JOB DESCRIPTION)

QUESTIONNAIRE COMPLETED
SEX (D)
AGE (E)
Male ••.•. 1
Youth 1: 14 •••• 1 18/
Female .•. 2
15 .•.• 2
(447)
(446)
·16 .... 3
17 .... 4
18 ...• 5

SCREE~

3.

I

Youth
Youth
Youth
Youth

2:
3:
4:
5:

(4511_ 23/
(45i2_ 27 I
(45.21_ 31/
(46~ 35/

(45.QL 22/
26/
(45.§2_ 30/
(46B._ 34/

(45~

4.

Race:
White ••.•. l 38/
(466) Black •.•.. 2
Oriental. .3
Other •••.. 4
5. SES:
A••.••.••. 1 39/
(467)B ....••••. 2

19/

6.

Number of
people in
household:
40-41/
(468)

c ......... 3

D ......... 4

222

SCHOOL (H)
In school. .. 1
Not in
school. •.. 2
(448)

20/

(45l2_ 24/
(45&.L_ 28/
(46.QL 32/
(46~ 36/

GRADE (H)
Under 8 ..... 1
9th ....•.••. 2
lOth ........ 3
11th ...•.... 4
12th ........ 5
College ..•.. 6

21/
(449)

(45ll_ 25/
(451L 29/
(461L 33/
(46~ 37/

7. Type of household:
Both parents & children ........ l
Single parent & children ......• 2
Children & other relatives •.... )
Children & non-related
parent substitute .....•...... 4
Parent(s), children &
other relatives •.•........... S
Eligible youth, Head or spousc.6
All adult household ...•........ ?

42/
(469)

APPENDIX B

APPENDIX B
MODIFIED VERSION OF THE INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE
RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE USED TO
CODE JUVENILE COURT CASES

7.

A.
(14)

Here are some questions about being a student.
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH LINE FROM A TO D)
Much
Better
Than
Average

Above
Average

Average

Average

1

2

3

4

What about most of
your teachers? Where
do roost of them expect you to be?

1

2

3

4

How well have you
actually been doing
at school? In terms
of grades where do
you rank? • • . • •

1

2

3

4

How well do your
parents expect you
to do at school? Do
they expect you to
be •

B.
(15)

c.
(16)

8.

A.
(18}

• • •

• •

Have any of the following things happened to you in
school? Have you ever . . •
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER ON EACH LINE FROM A TO G)
Yes
Had a fist fight with another
student in school
1

c.

Been suspended from school

D.

No
2

1

2

Been praised by a teacher in front
of class for doing good work

1

2

Had a teacher who had it in for you

1

2

Given a teacher a hard time in class

1

2

(20}

....

(21)
E.

(22}
(24) G.

224

9A.

b.
(26)

How many of the kids you spend time with have ever
done the following:
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH. LINE A TO C)
More
Less
Than
Than
All of
Half of
Half of
Them
Them
Them
Stayed away from
school for at least
part of a day, jus.t
1
2
3
to take off

None
of
Them

.....

c.
(27)

Bothered a teacher
serious.ly enough to
get thrown out of
class

........

9B.

c.
(30)

1

2

4

3

How often have you ever done any of the following:
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH LINE A TO C)

Never

Once
or
Twice

A
few
Times

Often

1

2

3

4

Bothered a teacher
seriously enough to
get thrown out of
class • • • • • • • •

lOA.
None
lOB.
(32}

4

How many other
clubs and organizations have you
joined in high achool

1

225

One

Three

Two

Four or
More

2

3

4

5

11.

(33)

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER ON EACH LINE FROM
A TO N)

A. A lot that I learn in class.
will be useful to me in
.
later years •

...

Agree

Disagree

1

2

.. ... ..

(34)

B. Being with my friends is the
best part of school • • • • •

1

2

( 35)

C. School rules and regulations
are too strict • • • • •

1

2

(37)

E. It's better to be popular than
to get good grades.

1

2

F. Students should have more to
say about how the school is
run . • . • . . . • • . · · ·

1

2

(38)

14.

Can you talk freely to your father and mother about
your personal feelings?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH PARENT)
No

Yes
(53)

Father

1

2

(54)

Mother

1

2

15.

How do you get along with your father and mother?
(.CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH PARENT)
Very
well

Fairly
well

Not too
well

Not well
at all

(55)

Father

1

2

3

4

(.56)

Mother

1

2

3

4
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19.

How much do these statements apply to you?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER ON EACH LINE FROM A
THROUGH L)
Very
true
of me

Somewhat
true
of me

Not
true
of me

(65} A. I would like to grow up

to be the kind of person
my mother is

......

1

2

3

.....

1

2

3

My mother has a sense of
humor

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

G. I would like to grow up
to be the kind of person
my father is

......

1

2

3

(72) H. My father understands me
as I really am •

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

(66) B. My mother understands me

as I really am
(67)

c.

.........

(68) D. It is important for me to

please my mother

.

(69) E. I take my mother's advice

seriously
(71)

....

....

(73) I. My father has a sense

of humor

......

..

(74) J. It is important for me

to please my father
(75) K. I take my father's

advice seriously

.
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24.

Families differ in the rules they make for their
children. In your home, are there any rules for
you about •• ,
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER ON EACH LINE FROM
A THROUGH I)
Yes

(88) A,

(89) B.

c.

(90)

(91) D.
(92) E.

Regular duties or chores around
the house • • • .

.

1

2

1

2

Weekend night curfews

1

2

Rules about studying or homework
for school, certain hours, etc ••

1

2

Parent having to meet and approve
your friends: , • • . • • • • • •

1

2

1

2

1

2

Week night curfews

. • • •

..

(95) H.

Use of cars

(96) I.

Your parents knowing where you are

38.

..

How may kids do you generally go around with?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER)

(llO)

None
1

40.

No

One
or two
2

Three
Five
or four or six
3

Seven
or eight

4

Over
eight

5

6

How much of your free time do you spend together
with the kids you hang around with?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER)

(112)

a.

Mos.t of my free time

b.

Some of my free time

c.

very little of my free time

.. • ..
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.

1

.

2

.3

42.

(ll4)

How much of your free time is spent without adult
supervision-that is, where you and your friends
can do pretty much what you want?
(CIRCL ONE ANSWER)

a.

Most of my free time • . •

b.

Some of my free time

• 2

c.

Very little of my free time

• 3

43.

Groups of kids can be described differently. can
the following statements be used to describe most of
the kids you run around with?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM)

1

Yes

No

.........

1

2

(120) F. Get into trouble with the police

1

2

....

1

2

1

2

(ll6l B. Ready to fight

(123) I. Into the drug scene

(125) K. Like to stir up a little excitement
45.
(132)

Of the kids you go around with most often, how many
do you consider close friends (kids you can discuss
a personal problem with)?
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER)

.......
of them .

a.

None of them

b.

Only a few

c.

About half of them

d.

Almost all of them

e.

All of them

.1

.
.
. . . . . . .

2
3

4

..5
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APPENDIX C

APPENDIX C

MONOGRAPH ON A BOY FROM THE CONTROL GROUP
The following monograph was written from information contained in
the Institute for Juvenile Research, "Illinois Youth Study," questionnaire (see Appendix A).

In Chapter II there is an explanation of the

process used to convert information from the Juvenile Court archival
records onto standardized questionnaires,

This monograph demonstrates

the feasibility of converting quantitative data from the questionnaire
to a format similar to the Juvenile Court social investigation.

Some

details are excluded to prevent identity of the subject.

Name;

John Doe
John Doe is a 14 year old and resides. with both parents in a sub-

urban community of metropolitan Chicago,
Offenses.
John responded that he often shoplifts and has. engaged in the
following acts a few times: made anonymous. telephone calls, damaged
property, engaged in petty theft, had fist fights and possessed stolen
goods.

He als.o claims to have broken and entered and has. carried a

weapon once or tiwce,

He does not admit to having used a weapon or to

have committed a felony (_theft over $20. 00) •
The subject also admits to have participated in other deviant
acts.

H.e has used inhalants and marijuana once or twice.
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John also

consumed alcoholic beverages and stated he became drunk a few times,
John has been stopped by the police once or twice, but has never
been taken to the police station.

He als.o states that he has not been

before a court for either an informal or formal hearing.
Family
John lives with both parents and has seven siblings.
mother and father have four year college degrees.

Both the

The father is employed

in a managerial position and earns a comfortable living.

The mother is

neither employed nor looking for work.
John responded that he gets along with his father "fairly well."
He stated that he sometimes takes, his fatherts advice and that he would
like to be somewhat like his father.

However, John feels that he is not

able to communicate well with his father and does not believe that his
father understands. him as. he really is.
please his father at times.

He also finds it difficult to

John believes that his relationship with

his father has not changed since he was younger.
The relationship between John and his mother is very poor.

He

states that he does not get along with her at all; nor is he able to
communicate with her.
him.

John does not believe that his mother understands

He said he would not like to be like her and that he does not take

her advice.

Finally, John responded that his relationship with his

mother has become worse since he was. younger.
It is also important to note that, according to John, his mother
and father do not get along too well with each other.
John is able to talk freely with his. s.iblings and s.tated that his
parents treat the siblings fai.rly,
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He also claims that none of his.

siblings have been in trouble with the police.
There is some family interaction.

For example, John states that

he often goes visiting with his parents and that he sometimes goes to
movies

and plays games with them.

John also said that he attends

church services every week, however, he adds that he is forced by his
parents to attend.
The parents have rules about dress and hair styles.

They also

enforce weekday and weekend curfews, and are informed about his whereabouts.

According to John, his parents are fair about enforcing the

rules some of the time and unfair at other times.
School
John is in the ninth grade and attends a public school.
that his grades are above average.

He states

According to John, his parents

expect him to have grades which are much above average and his teachers
expect him to have above average grades.

He claims to have been

praised in class.
He also admits to a few school related problems.

John states that

he has. bothered a teacher and has. had a teacher who "has had it in for
him."
times..

He has been truant once or twice and has cheated on an exam a few
However, he has. never been suspended from school.
John has a positive attitude about the value of school.

For

example, he believes that grades are more important than popularity and
that a college degree is needed for respect.
to attend a four year college.
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John states that he plans

Peers
John associates with three or four other youth and is close to a
few of them.

His peers are his own age.

He states that it is not

necessary for his parents to approve of his friends.
According to John, his peers. have been involved in deviant behavior.

For example, John claims that more than one-half of his peers have

engaged in delinquent acts similar to the ones he has committed.

He

said that his peers like to "stir-up" excitement, but are not ready to
fight.

He also states that his peers are not in trouble with the police

nor are they into the "drug scene."
His peers participate in sports, are involved in school, and
receive average grades, but they do not believe that grades. are important.

He spends most of his free time with his friends and they "hang

around" the school.
Self-concept
John's self-concept falls within the high-average range.
few self doubts, but is very confident about his abilities.
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He has a

APPENDIX D

APPENDIX D

Information from the Juvenile Court records was coded onto a
modified version of the Institute for Juvenile Research ques.tionnaire by
two pers.ons.

Fourteen ques.tionnaire items were selected for the test of

our hypotheses.

However, there is not perfect agreement by both coders

on all of the scores for twelve of the ques.tionnaire items.
test of reliability is performed on these twelve items.
of the resulting

z

Thus, a

On the basis

scores, there is no significant difference between

the s.cores repcrted by the two coders for all twelve items.
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Question No. 16:

How well have you actually been doing in school?
In terms of grades where do you rank?

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

1
2

4
4

4
4

3

3

3

4

4

4

5

3

3

6

4

4

7

4

4

8

2

2

9

3
4

3
4

12

4

4

13

4

4

14

4

4

15

4

4

16

4

2

+2

17

4

3

+1

18

1

1

19

4

4

20

4

4

21
22

4

4

23

4

4

25

4

4

26

4

4

t==

84

81

3

M ==

3.65

3.52

0.13

10
11

24

z=

.12 (Not significant at the .05 level)
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Question No. 53:

Can you talk freely to your father about your
personal feelings?

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

2

2

2

2

2

2

6

2

2

7

2

2

9
10

2

2

11

2

2

12

2

2

13
14

2

2

2

2

15

2

2

16

2

2

17

2

2

18

2

2

19

2

2

20

2

2

21
22

2

2

2

2

23

2

2

24

2

2

25

1

1

26

2

2

t=

43

43

M ==

1. 95

1. 95

1
2
3
4
5

8

0
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Question No. 54: Can you talk freely to your mother about your
personal feelings?

Coder

Questionnaire Number
Ken

Error
Clare

2

1
2
3
4
5
6

2

2

7

2

2

8
9
10

2

2

2

2

2

2

13
14

2

2

15
16

2

2

2

2

17

1

1

18
19

2

2

2

2

20

2

2

21
22

2

2

2

2

23

2

2

24

2

2

25
26

2

1

2

2

t=

37

36

1

M=

1. 947

1.894

.052

11
12

z

= 0.14

(~1ot

significant at the .05 level)

1
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Question No. 55: How do you get along with your father?

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

1
2

4

4

0

3

4

-1

3

1

1

0

4

3

5

1

2

-1

6

4

4

0

7

4

4

0

8

3

2

1

9

3

2

1

10

2

2

0

11

4

4

0

12

4

4

0

13
14

4

4

0

4

4

0

15
16

4

4

0

4

4

0

17

3

3

0

18
19

4

3

1

2

2

0

20

4

4

0

21
22

2

2

0

2

1

1

23

3

3

0

24

3

3

0

25

2

2

0

26

3

3

a

t=

77

75

2

H=

3,08

3,00

,08

z

0.06 (Not significant at the

=

.os

level)
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Question No. 56:

How do you get along with your mother?

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

1

4

4

2

4

4

0
0

3

1

1

0

4

4

5

1

2

-1

6

4

4

0

7

4

4

0

8

1

1

0

9
10

3

2

1

4

3

1

4

11
12

4

4

0

13

4

14

4

4
4

0
0

15

3

3

0

16

4

4

0

17

1

2

-1

18

4

2

2

19

4

3

1

20

3

3

0

21

3

3

0

22

2

1

1

23

3

3

0

24

4

4

0

25

2

1

1

26

3

3

0

t=

74

69

5

M=

3.08

2.88

.21

z

= 0.13

(Not significant at the .05 level)

242

Question No. 55;

I would like to grow up to be the kind of
person my mother is.

Coder

Questionnaire Number
1
2

Error

Ken

Clare

3

'3

0

3

3

0

3
4

3

5
6

3

7

3

3

0

8

1

1

0

9

3

2

1

10

3

3
3

11
12

3

3

0

13
14

3

3

0

3

3

0

15

3

2

1

16

3

3

0

17

1

2

-1

18

3

2

1

19

3

3

0

1.0

2

'21

1

2
1

0
0

22

1

1

0

23

2

2

0

24

3

3

0

25

2

2

0

26

3

3

0

t=

53

51

2

M=

2.52

2.43

. 095

z=

0.08 (Not significant at the

.os

level)
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Questionnaire No. 66:

My mother understands me as I really am.

Coder

Questionnaire Number

1
2

Error

Ken

Clare

3

3

0

3

3

0

1

3
3

4

3

0

5
6

3

7

3

3

0

8

1

1

0

9

3

2

1

10

3

3

0

3

11
12

3

3

0

13
14

3

3

0

3

3

0

15

3

2

1

16

3

3

0

17

1

2

-1

18

3

2

1

19

3

3

0

20

2

2

0

21

2

2

0

22

1

1

0

23

2

2

0

24

3

3

0

25

1

1

0

26

3

3

0

t=

55

53

2

M=

2.5

2.41

.09

z

= 0.08 (Not significant at the .QS level)
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Question No. 69:

I take my mother's advice seriously.

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

3

3
3

0

3

3

0

3

3

0

12

3

3

0

13

3

14

3

3
3

0
0

15

3

2

1

16

3

3

0

17
18
19

1

-1

3

2
2

3

3

0

20

2

2

0

21

2

2

0

22

1

1

0

23

2

2

0

24

3

3

0

25

2

2

26

3

3

0
0

t=

46

45

1

H =

2.56

2.5

. 055

1
2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9

10
11

z

= 0.07 (Not significant at the .05 level)

1
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Question No. 71:

I would like to grow up to be the type of
person my father is.

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error-

Ken

Clare

3

3

3

3

6

3

3

7

3

3

9

3

2

10

2

2

11

3

3

12

3

3

13
14

3

3

3

3

15
16

3

3

3

3

17

2

2

18

3

3

19

3

3

20

3

3

21
22

2

2

1

1

23

2

1

24

2

2

25

2

2

26

3

3

t=

58

56

2

M=

2.636

2.545

.0909

1
2
3
4
5

8

z =o.1o (Not significant at the .as level}

1

1
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Question No. 72:

Coder

Questionnaire Number

1
2

Error

Ken

Clare

3

3

0

3

3

0

1

3
4

3

5
6

3

3

0

7

3

3

0

8

3

2

1

9

3

2

1

10

2

2

0

11

3

3

0

12

3

3

0

13

3

3

0

14

3

3

0

15

3

3

0

16

3

3

0

17

2

2

0

18

3

3

0

19

3

3

0

20

3

3

0

21
22

2

2

0

1

1

0

23

2

1

1

24

3

2

1

25

3

2

1

26

3

3

0

t=

63

58

5

M=

2.74

2.52

z

= 0.26 (Not significant at the .05 level)

.22
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Question No. 75:

I take my father's advice seriously.

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

3
3

3
3

3

1

3

3

10

2

2

11

3

3

12

3

3

13

3

3

14

3

3

15

3

3

16

3

3

17

2

2

18

3

3

19

3

3

20
'21

3

3

2

2

22

1

1

23

2

2

24

2

2

25

2

2

26

3

3

t=

55

53

2

H =

2.619

2.523

0.095

1
2
3
4

2

5
6
7
8
9

z

=0.11 (Not significant at the ,05 level}
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Question No. 120:

Do peers get into trouble with the police?

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

1

1

1

1

5

1

1

6

1

1

8

2

2

9
10

1

1

11

1

1

13

1

1

14

1

1

17

2

2

18

1

1

19

1

1

10

1

1

21
22

1

1

1

1

24

1

2

25

1

1

19

20

1
2
3

4

7

12

15
16

23
-1

26

t=

-1

1.111
-.055
1. 055
=
z = 0.11 (Not significant at the ,05 level)

M

. 249

Question No. 123: Are peers into the drug scene?

Coder

Questionnaire Number
Ken
1
2

Error

Clare

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

1

1

15
16

1

1

1

1

17

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

t=

14

14

X=

1.076

1.076

3

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

0
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Self Image

Coder

Questionnaire Number

Error

Ken

Clare

1

3

3

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

10

2

3

11

3

3

12

3

3

13

3

3

15

3

3

16

3

3

17

1

1

19

3

3

20
'21

3

3

22

2

2

3

3

t=

41

42

-1

M =

2.73

2.80

.07

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
-1

14

18

23
24
25
26

Z = Q.OB

(Not significant at the .05 level)
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